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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of professional background 
of the perceiver and deviance of the offense on attributions of causality, 
responsibility, and blameworthiness, as well as on recommendations of disposition 
for sex versus nonsex offenses. Case summaries depicting sex and nonsex offenses 
of either high or low deviance were read by clinical psychology or law students, 
who then responded to questions regarding the perpetrator’s causality, 
responsibility, and blameworthiness and made recommendations for case 
disposition. Overall, clinical psychology students perceived perpetrators of crimes 
to be moved by overwhelming forces more than did law students, whereas law 
students attributed more blame to offenders overall than did clinical psychology 
students. No group differences were found for severity of sentence, but clinical 
psychology students did recommend treatment more often than did law students. 
Implications for the sentencing of perpetrators of sex offenses and other crimes 
are discussed.
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Professional Training and Attributions of Blame 
for Sex Offenses and Other Crimes 
The question of how to deal with sex offenders has generated a great deal 
of controversy in both the legal and mental health fields. Over the years, methods 
employed have ranged from castration or other harsh punishment to pure 
treatment, with varying amounts of success (Schwartz, 1988). Today, there are 
still differing views of the most appropriate method of dealing with this 
population. Some believe that sex offenders suffer from a biological disorder and 
need to be treated (Berlin, 1988; Money, 1990), whereas others argue that the 
offenders have a behavioral problem and should be incarcerated (Cohen, 1988). 
The result is that treatment of offenders varies from state to state and even from 
case to case, with little consistency and still less information about which methods 
are most effective. This inconsistency is particularly disconcerting given the 
increased number of reported sex offenses in recent years (Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, 1990). Although this increase in reports may be attributable in part 
to increased public awareness, it draws attention to the fact that the decision of 
how to treat this population represents a serious problem in society (Schwartz, 
1988). In an attempt to understand some of the factors that contribute to the 
inconsistent handling of sex offenders, the present study examined the 
relationships among professional training background, deviance of offense, and
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kind of offense to attributions of causality, responsibility, and blame, as well as to 
recommendations for case disposition.
Definition of Sex Offender
There are slight differences between the behavioral, legal, and psychiatric 
definitions of a sex offender. A  general behavioral definition of a sex offender is 
an individual who commits a crime of a sexual nature. According to MacNamara 
and Sagarin (1977), a sex crime is a "behavior that is illegal in a given jurisdiction, 
that is explicitly sexual, or that has been declared criminal because it exploits, 
caters to, makes possible, or is dependent upon explicit sexual behavior" (p. 19). 
Although this definition includes such things as prostitution and pornography, the 
sex crimes that arouse the greatest societal concern are those that involve force 
and violence (actual or threatened), exploitation of children and others, gross 
affronts to moral beliefs prevalent in society (incest, for example), or possible 
presence of psychological disturbance (fetishism, exhibitionism) (MacNamara & 
Sagarin, 1977).
More specifically, Gebhard, Gagnon, Pomeroy, and Christenson (1964) 
define a sex offender as an "individual who commits an overt act for his 
immediate sexual gratification which is contrary to the prevailing sexual mores of 
his society and is thus legally punishable and for which he is ultimately convicted" 
(p. 5). This is differentiated from a sexual deviate, who is an individual whose 
pattern of sexual behavior (a) differs from the societal norm and (b) serves as a
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major source of sexual gratification rather than as a prelude to coitus (Bailey & 
Rothblatt, 1973). An individual who is a sexual deviate but who has never 
committed a sex crime is not considered to be a sex offender. Conversely, an 
individual who has been convicted of a sex crime but whose typical pattern of 
sexual behavior does not differ from the societal norm, for example, a robber who 
commits rape during the course of breaking into a house but who does not 
habitually engage in such behaviors, would be considered a sex offender but not a 
sexual deviate.
The legal definition of what is a sex crime has varied over time and 
continues to vary across cultures. Currently, whether a particular act is considered 
to be a sex crime in the United States depends on the degree of consent of the 
partner, his or her age, kinship, and/or sex, the nature of the act, the offender’s 
intention, and the setting (Schwartz, 1988). For example, a 20-year-old male 
engaging in sexual intercourse with a 19-year-old female is not committing a 
sexual offense if the female has consented to the act. Regardless of consent, 
however, he is committing a sex offense if the female is 13 years old, or if the 
female is his sister. Although the legal definition of a sex offender varies with the 
changes in these laws, there are some common elements that are generally 
associated with a sexual offense. These include an unwilling victim, an unusual 
sexual desire, potential or actual harmful effects stemming from the offense, and
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an inappropriate sexual approach that offends society to the extent that the 
behavior is labelled "criminal" (Maletzky, 1991).
Sex offenders are classified psychiatrically under the heading "paraphilia," 
from the Greek para, meaning beyond, amiss, or altered, and philia, meaning love 
(Money, 1990). Paraphilia is defined as sexual activity characterized by a 
preference for the use of nonhuman objects in achieving sexual arousal, by 
imposed sexual humiliation or suffering, or by sexual involvement with 
nonconsenting partners. This definition of paraphilia emphasizes the unusual 
quality or nature of the object of the individual’s erotic interest, whereas the 
psychiatric definition of sexual deviation refers to nonnormative sexual activity in 
a statistical or cultural sense (Kaplan & Sadock, 1985).
Attitudes Toward Sex Offenders
In the nineteenth century, the "Jack the Ripper" crimes, in which 
prostitutes were murdered and mutilated in London, sparked what were possibly 
the first studies of sexual deviants. It was in the aftermath of this tragedy that 
sexual problems were first classified by Krafft-Ebing (1892/1935). He theorized 
that sex offenders were somehow genetically tainted and suffered from mental 
diseases, retardation, "clouded consciousness," or irresistible impulses. Regarding 
legal issues, Krafft-Ebing (1892/1935) stated, "Law and Jurisprudence have thus 
far given little attention to the facts resulting from investigations in psycho­
pathology. Law is, in this, opposed to Medicine, and is constantly in danger of
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passing judgement on individuals who, in light of science, are not responsible for 
their acts" (p. 500). This view of sexual deviance as an illness is still in existence 
today. Those adhering to this view focus mainly on the inability of the sex 
offender to suppress his or her deviant urges. Different theories, however, suggest 
different reasons for this inability. Some theorize that the cause of sex offenses is 
biological (Berlin, 1988; Money, 1990). For instance, Berlin (1988) states that 
individuals do not choose to have particular kinds of sexual desires, whether they 
be directed toward adults or children of either sex. He goes on to argue that it is 
possible that those committing sex offenses are incapable of controlling their sex 
drives, as someone who is thirsty may be incapable of resisting a glass of water. 
Because sex offenders cannot be held responsible for the existence of their 
deviant sexual desires and are incapable of controlling the acting out of these 
desires, Berlin argues that they should not be held criminally responsible for their 
actions.
Money (1990) points to brain dysfunction in the case of paraphilic serial 
rape (biastophilia) and lust murder (erotophonophilia). Specifically, in defense of 
such a case that was being tried for the death penalty in Florida, Money cited the 
factors of hereditary predisposition, hormonal functioning, pathological 
relationships, sexual abuse, and syndrome overlap (that is, overlap of pedophilia 
with such disorders as bipolar disorder, schizoid disorder, antisocial personality 
disorder, dissociative disorder, and epilepsy) that may have contributed to the
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defendant’s paraphilia. In addition, Money argued that this defendant’s history of 
head trauma was a possible cause of the disorder. For these reasons, Money 
(1990) asserted that this particular defendant should not be held accountable for 
his behavior.
Other factors are also believed to contribute to the cause of sex offenses. 
O’Connell, Legerg, and Donaldson (1990) describe the causes of the offending 
behavior as being (a) the pleasurableness of the behavior; (b) the perception by 
the offender that the behavior is the only means of obtaining pleasure; (c) a lack 
of concern by the offender for the victim; and (d) insufficient impulse control of 
the offender. The offender may see the behavior as a way of gaining comfort in 
an unrelenting hostile world. Although the offender realizes that the behavior is 
wrong, he or she lacks sufficient internal and external controls to keep from doing 
it. This view attributes the cause of the offense to a combination of internal 
(impulse control) and external (societal) factors.
According to Finkelhor and Lewis (1988), sexual offenses by males are the 
result of an oversexualization of needs. Because such males are denied intimacy 
with their parents at an early age through the discouragement of hugs and other 
physical contact, they begin to feel that their needs for closeness and intimacy can 
only be fulfilled through sexual contact. Thus, when some males begin to feel 
close to their children, they translate this feeling into sexual terms, resulting in 
either emotional withdrawal from their children or sexual molestation. This view,
Professional Training
9
then, focuses on the socialization process of males as being the cause of some 
sexual offenses.
An addiction model for considering sex offenders has been proposed by 
Herman (1988). She suggests viewing the offender as similar to an alcoholic, 
unable to control his or her behavior unless external controls such as adverse 
consequences are present, but ultimately morally and legally responsible for the 
behavior (Herman, 1988). For example, although in our society alcoholism is 
considered by many to be a disease and the alcoholic is not considered to have 
control over his or her drinking once he or she begins drinking, an individual who 
is an alcoholic is still considered to be legally responsible for driving while 
intoxicated. According to this model, it is not the offender’s past socialization 
processes that should be examined, but his or her present behavior that needs to 
be changed (Herman, 1988).
Some maintain that this view of sex offending as a disorder that should be 
treated is erroneous. Szasz (1991), for example, criticizes the medicalization of 
the language surrounding sexual offenses, calling "absurd" the "premise that the 
act of sexually assaulting a child is, in some meaningful sense of the term, a 
disease; and that the charade now called court-ordered treatment is, in some 
meaningful sense of the term, a treatment" (p. 35). He states that the practice of 
treating those who have been found guilty of violent offenses as if they suffered 
from an illness leaves the victims unprotected and that the process of subjecting
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sex offenders to psychological counselling is analogous to calling a bank robber a 
"financial offender" and subjecting him to psychological counselling for financial 
offenders following release from prison.
A  similar view is expressed by Cohen (1988), who differentiates between 
treatment, which refers to the alleviation of pain or the curing of a disease, and 
rehabilitation, which refers to the restoration of an inadequately socialized person 
to some former level of competence. "Treatment" of the sex offender, according 
to Cohen (1988), should only extend to serious medical (including psychiatric) 
disorders. Rehabilitation, however, should also be attempted, as it is with other 
kinds of offenders (Cohen, 1988).
In general, sex offenders are not considered to be mentally ill from a strict 
legal perspective either. The 1984 Insanity Defense Reform Act deleted the 
provision that had permitted acquittal if a defendant "as a result of mental disease 
or defect...lacks substantial capacity...to conform his conduct to the requirements 
of the law" (Bailey & Fishman, 1993, p. 103). Currently, however, the courts of 
appeals are split regarding whether the act prohibits the use of evidence 
supporting "diminished capacity" or "diminished responsibility" defense. This 
partial insanity defense had, prior to the Act, allowed the defendant to show that 
as a result of mental disease or defect he or she lacked the capacity to have the 
required mental state (mens rea) of a specific intent crime (Simpson & Aaronson, 
1988). In United States v. Pohlot (1987), the United States Courts of Appeals for
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the Third Circuit found that the Act did not allow for the introduction of evidence 
of mental abnormality to establish a diminished capacity defense. Similarly, in 
United States v. Cameron (1990), the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals held that 
psychiatric evidence offered as proof against specific intent was not admissible 
when that evidence focussed on the defendant's state of mind at the time of the 
crime. In United States v. Twine (1988), however, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals held that the Act did not preclude a defendant from presenting a 
diminished capacity defense, though the court did maintain that the defense is 
only valid when specific intent is an issue.
Treating of Sex Offenders
Given the conflicting views over the causes of sex offenses and the amount 
of responsibility ascribed to sex offenders, it is not surprising that the legal, 
political, and clinical context within which this population is processed varies 
depending on the state in which the offense occurs. From the late 1930s through 
the 1950s, Sexual Psychopath Laws were passed in many states (Schwartz, 1988). 
These laws were based on a view of sex offenders similar to that held by Krafft- 
Ebing (1892/1935), who stated that because the sex offender was not responsible 
for his actions, he "must be removed from society for life, but not as punishment" 
(p. 501). With the passing of these laws, an individual who had been convicted of 
a sex offense was held in a "treatment" facility for an indeterminate length of time 
until he was considered "cured" by psychiatrists. Furthermore, he was required to
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register as a sex offender with any community where he resided upon his release. 
Those who committed sex offenses were not considered to be insane, but to be in 
such a poor mental and emotional state as to be considered a menace to the 
community. In some states, incarceration or involuntary hospitalization could take 
place without a trial or conviction. The major argument against these laws was 
that they were a sham used to remove undesirables from the streets (MacNamara 
& Sagarin, 1977).
The Sexual Psychopath Laws were gradually repealed throughout the 1970s 
and 1980s. The practice of confining "mentally disordered sex offenders" 
indefinitely, as well as the requirement that sex offenders register with local police 
departments was found to be cruel and unusual punishment by the courts {People 
v. Feagley, 1975). It was discovered that many facilities in which the offenders 
were being held offered little or no treatment, and therefore the involuntary 
commitments of sex offenders for "treatment" purposes could not be justified 
(Bailey & Fishman, 1993).
Today, the treatment of sex offenders seems still to be in a state of flux. 
Some states that initially pioneered the provision of mental health treatment for 
sex offenders have returned to a correctional orientation, presumably based on 
recidivism studies that fail to show that inpatient mental health treatment 
programs prevent reoffenses (Furby, Weinrott & Blackshaw, 1989). Meanwhile, 
other states are establishing rehabilitative programs based on views that
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incarceration is not sufficient to prevent reoffenses (Schwartz, 1988). In general, 
the most common disposition for those convicted of sex offenses is probation with 
mandated treatment (Furby et al., 1989). This varies widely, however, depending 
on the kind of offense and the laws of the particular state. Most prisons now 
have some sort of treatment program for sex offenders. The available treatment 
varies from state to state, with some states offering a combination of group 
therapy, individual counseling, and drug treatment, whereas others offer only one 
form of treatment, and still others offer no treatment at all (Maguire & Flanagan, 
1991).
Even if it is recommended that a sex offender enter into treatment, various 
programs have different criteria for admission. Some have been forced to treat 
only the least dangerous, for fear of public outrage if an offender reoffends upon 
"release" from the program (Schwartz, 1988). In general, however, treatment 
programs will accept those offenders who exhibit deviant patterns of arousal, have 
trouble controlling their deviant urges, and are motivated to change (Bingham & 
Piotrowski, 1989; Schwartz, 1988).
Effectiveness of Treatment
Despite the arguments between advocates of treatment and advocates of 
incarceration, the effectiveness of either method has yet to be determined. 
Recidivism data are unavailable for many programs that have recently been 
opened (Schwartz, 1988). In a review of 42 recidivism studies that had been
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published between 1961 and 1985, Furby et al. (1989) found that the results 
obtained varied widely depending on the criteria used, the sample observed, and 
the amount of time the offenders were tracked. Recidivism rates from 0% to 
50% were reported, for both treated and incarcerated offenders. The one stable 
trend that does exist in the literature on recidivism rates is that the longer the 
offenders are tracked, the greater the percentage of recidivism. Based on the 
wide range of rates found among those studies surveyed by Furby et al. (1989), it 
is impossible to conclude whether clinical treatment reduces the rate of sex 
offenses in general. In addition, there are no appropriate data for assessing 
whether treatment is differentially effective for different kinds of offenses (Furby 
et al., 1989).
Determinants of Disposition
Because there is no consistent empirical evidence regarding the 
effectiveness of various methods of dealing with sex offenders, it is important to 
determine exactly what factors enter into the decisions of whether to treat or to 
incarcerate them. At times, this decision is made by a jury, and the disposition is 
partially dependent upon their views. Such decisions vary widely depending on 
the kind of offense, the characteristics of the offender, and the existence of public 
outrage over the offense. Depending on the circumstances, sentences can range 
from recommendations for the death penalty (Money, 1990) to deciding to not 
hold the offender at all criminally responsible for his actions (Berlin, 1988).
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Decisions regarding sex offenders also are made by individual judges, often 
based on the recommendations of probation officers. Although psychiatrists also 
are consulted on occasion, an examination of the records of sex offense cases 
indicated that judges were more likely to concur with the opinions of probation 
officers than with those of psychiatrists when making their decisions (Walsh,
1990). This is significant because of the differences discovered between the 
recommendations of psychiatrists and those of probation officers. Psychiatrists 
recommended probation with treatment in 56.7% of the cases and prison in 43.3% 
of the cases, whereas probation officers recommended probation with treatment in 
38.6% of the cases and prison in 64.1% of the cases (Walsh, 1990). This offers 
support for the argument that professional background of the individuals involved 
in a sex offense case has an impact on the eventual sentence received by the 
offender, and suggests that knowledge of the differing views of individuals from 
different backgrounds may offer insight into the factors that ultimately influence 
whether offenders are incarcerated, treated, or both.
There is other evidence to suggest that the background of the individual 
making the decision has an impact on the dispositional outcome in cases of sex 
offenses. In a study assessing attitudes toward father-daughter sexual abuse, for 
example, samples of child welfare workers, mental health professionals, and law 
enforcement officers were each given three different vignettes depicting instances 
of father-daughter sexual abuse (Wilk & McCarthy, 1986). Subjects were then
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asked a variety of questions regarding their attitudes toward the father and the 
daughter and their recommendations for treatment. Of the three groups, law 
enforcement officers tended to favor incarceration of the father more than did 
either the child welfare workers or the mental health professionals (Wilk & 
McCarthy, 1986).
This effect was also found when police officers’ opinions of the best 
manner of dealing with pedophiles were compared to those of child protection 
workers and nurses. The majority of both the child protection workers and the 
nurses recommended court ordered therapy without incarceration for the 
offender, whereas the majority of the police officers recommended either a 1 to 
20 year prison sentence or a life sentence without parole (Kelley, 1990). Another 
study that assessed views of samples of police officers, judges, district attorneys, 
social workers, and public defenders regarding child sexual abuse found similar 
differences in attitudes among the professions. Police officers, judges, and district 
attorneys were all more likely to advocate incarceration than were social workers 
and public defenders (Saunders, 1988).
Results of these studies suggest that the background and training of a 
particular professional who is handling a case may make a difference in the 
disposition of the case (Wilk & McCarthy, 1986). It is questionable, however, 
whether the results of these studies may be generalized. One reason this is so is 
that gender ratios commonly found in the samples differed dramatically (e.g.,
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predominantly male police samples, but predominantly female samples of social 
workers and nurses). Thus, it is not possible to determine whether the results 
obtained were based on actual occupational differences or gender differences. In 
addition, these studies offer no insight into how the professional background of an 
individual may affect his or her attitude toward offenders other than pedophiles, 
such as other sex offenders or nonsex offenders.
Causality. Responsibility, and Blameworthiness
Related to the determination of how to treat sex offenders is the amount 
of responsibility ascribed to them. As mentioned previously, sex offenders are not 
considered insane from a legal perspective unless they are suffering from a 
separate mental illness that renders them incapable of differentiating right from 
wrong. The fact that treatment is often recommended rather than incarceration, 
however, does suggest that in some cases sex offenders are not held entirely 
legally responsible for their actions. In addition, some individuals who study sex 
offenders believe that because offenders lack the ability to control their sexual 
impulses they should not be held at all legally responsible for their offenses 
(Berlin, 1988). Because there is evidence that the assignment of punishment is 
related to, though not identical with, attributions of responsibility (Schultz & 
Schleifer, 1983), it is important to include measures of responsibility when 
attempting to determine the factors that enter into decisions of whether offenders 
will be treated or incarcerated.
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According to Shaver (1985), the first of the five dimensions of 
responsibility is causality. In order for an individual to be held responsible for an 
action, it must first be determined that he or she caused the action. In the case of 
sex offenders, once it has been determined that the offense actually did occur (by 
means of physical evidence or confession by the offender), there is generally little 
doubt that the offense was caused by the actor in question. If mental illness is 
also perceived as a cause of the behavior, however, the potential for discounting 
exists (Kelley, 1972), such that the illness rather than the actor per se may be 
implicated as an important cause of the behavior.
Usually, when determining the cause of an event, there is a tendency to 
view conjunctive explanations as more plausible than single components. This 
effect has been found for both mundane and important actions (Abelson, Leddo,
& Gross, 1987; Leddo, Abelson, & Gross, 1984) and suggests that the more 
extreme the event the more likely that multiple causes will be inferred. McClure, 
Lalljee and Jaspars (1991), however, found that this is not true in all cases. Based 
on informal observation that explanations of some extreme events (such as bizarre 
murders) consist of a singular extreme cause (such as psychopathology), they 
examined the tendency toward singular or conjunctive explanations for different 
kinds of extreme events. In their first study, McClure et al. (1991) found a 
preference for single-cause explanations that varied across events; single-cause 
explanations were preferred more at the extreme levels of scientific achievement
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and social delinquency and at moderate levels with exam outcomes. Two follow- 
up studies offered increased support for the conclusion that in the case of extreme 
events one extreme cause is preferred over conjunctions of causes.
Support for the idea that single-cause explanations may be preferred in 
cases of sex offenses has been found by Hollin and Howells (1988), who compared 
subjects’ ratings of possible contributing factors to burglary, robbery, and sexual 
assault. Results indicated that burglary and robbery were explained in terms of 
things such as failings in education and parenting, whereas sexual assault was most 
strongly explained in terms of mental instability. It should also be noted that in 
addition to differing in terms of number of causes given, the explanations of these 
two kinds of crimes differed in terms of whether the crime was attributed to 
external (failings of education, parenting) or internal (mental instability) causes.
Once causality has been established, assignment of responsibility involves 
determining whether the actor was coerced, knew the consequences of his or her 
actions, intended for the behavior to occur, and appreciated the moral 
implications of the act (Shaver, 1985). Most of the work on attribution of 
responsibility in cases of sex offenses has examined the amount of responsibility 
attributed to the offender versus the victim. Some studies have focussed on the 
victim’s attributions (Frazier, 1990; Mynatt & Allgeier, 1990), whereas others have 
examined the attributions of others depending on victim characteristics (Burczyk 
& Standing, 1989; Ferguson, Duthie, & Graf, 1987; Krahe, 1988; Weir &
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Wrightsman, 1990), situation characteristics (Bridges & McGrail, 1989; Carli & 
Leonard, 1989; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; McCaul, Veltum, Boyechko, & 
Crawford, 1990; Richardson & Campbell, 1982), and observer characteristics 
(Burczyk & Standing, 1989; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Vallacher & Selz, 1991; 
Weir & Wrightsman, 1990). These studies, in general, deal with whether or not a 
particular offender would be found guilty of the offense. Little is known, 
however, about the factors that enter into perceptions of how responsible 
offenders are for their actions once their are found guilty of the offense. Just as 
an individual’s professional background may determine how that individual feels a 
sex offender should be sentenced, background also may be related to attribution 
of responsibility. For example, in the study described above that compared 
attitudes of police officers, child protection workers, and nurses, child protection 
workers and nurses attributed less responsibility to the offender than did police 
officers in addition to advocating less punishment (Kelley, 1990). Based on the 
views toward causes of sex offenses overviewed previously, some of which assume 
the offender is incapable of controlling his actions (Berlin, 1988; O’Connell et al., 
1990), it is evident that whether an individual adheres to such a view or not may 
affect attributions of responsibility.
Once it has been determined that an event was caused by an actor and he 
or she is held responsible for that act, the determination of whether the individual 
is to blame for the event is made. The attribution of blame involves a decision­
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making process by the perceiver based on whether the justifications offered for 
the behavior are considered adequate (Shaver, 1985). In the cases of sex offenses, 
the perceiver may accept that the offender did cause the offense to occur and is 
responsible for it. The final decision of whether the offender is to be blamed for 
his actions, however, involves the perceiver taking into consideration the 
justifications offered by various theories of sex offenses. How blameworthy the 
offender is viewed as being could in turn have an effect on the disposition 
recommended for the offender. For example, if an offender’s own victimization 
or lack of social skills are considered adequate justifications for his or her 
behavior, treatment to deal with those difficulties may be attempted rather than 
solely incarceration.
Overview of Study
Based on the available theory and the results of past studies, a number of 
factors could possibly affect attributions of causality, responsibility, and 
blameworthiness, as well as recommendations for disposition, in cases of sex 
offenses. The focus on the present study was on the background of the individual 
making the attribution and the extremity of the event. Because any attempt to 
decrease the occurrences of sex offenses will need to involve communication 
among individuals from legal and clinical perspectives as well as the general 
public, it is important to understand the extent to which individuals with these 
different professional backgrounds differ in their views of sexual offenses of
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varying deviance. As mentioned previously, earlier studies that have examined the 
different views of groups of individuals toward sex offenders have dealt mainly 
with pedophiles (Kelley, 1990; Saunders, 1988; Wilk & McCarthy, 1986) and have 
not examined whether the differing views of the groups vary depending on the 
deviance of the offense. In addition, the studies did not include nonsex offenses 
in order to determine if, for example, individuals with a legal background 
recommend more severe sentences only for sex offenders, or for criminal 
offenders overall, and did not take into account possible gender-ratio differences 
in the professions examined when interpreting the results.
The present study attempted to examine the effect of professional 
background and gender on attributions of causality, responsibility, and 
blameworthiness, as well as on recommendations for disposition for sex offenders. 
In addition, the effect of the deviance of the offense on attributions and on 
recommended dispositions was examined in order to determine if individuals with 
different backgrounds view acts of varying deviance differently. Finally, the effect 
of kind of offense, nonsex versus sex, was examined in order to determine whether 
the effects for background found in previous studies were limited to sex offenses 
or were consistent across different kinds of offenses. This is important for the 
sake of generalizability. If individuals from different professional backgrounds 
differ in their views of nonsex offenders as well as sex offenders, it may be 
possible to generalize results of past studies involving one kind of offense to other
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offenses. In addition, this allows for the identification of what has the greater 
influence on the decision-making process, subject characteristics (law student, 
psychology student) or situational characteristics (kind of offense).
Individuals from different educational backgrounds were presented with 
vignettes depicting sex offenses of varying deviance. The subjects consisted of law 
students and clinical psychology Psy.D. and Ph.D. students. The different views 
toward sex offenders, or at least pedophiles, of legal versus psychological 
professionals has been suggested by results of previous studies (Kelley, 1990; 
Saunders, 1988; Wilk & McCarthy, 1986). These have been explained as being 
the result of the socialization processes involved in these professions (Kelley,
1990). It was therefore anticipated that the attitudes of students aspiring toward 
these professions would reflect those found among the professionals themselves.
Overall, it was hypothesized that law students would ascribe more 
responsibility and blame to the offenders than would clinical psychology students. 
In addition, it was hypothesized that law students would be less likely to attribute 
the cause of the offense to mental illness than would clinical psychology students. 
Finally, in terms of disposition, it was hypothesized that law students would 
suggest more severe sentences for the offenders than would clinical psychology 
students, and that clinical psychology students would be more likely to recommend 
treatment for the offenders. Based on McClure et al.’s (1991) results regarding 
explanations of extreme crime events, it was predicted that mental illness would
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be viewed as the cause of the crime more for the high deviance offenses than for 
the low deviance offenses, and that this view would result in a decrease in the 
amounts of responsibility and blame attributed to the offender as well. Because 
past research involving comparisons of attributions to sex and nonsex offenders 
has focused only on the responses of a general sample of "lay" observers (Hollin 
& Howells, 1987), there were no specific predictions made regarding group by 
crime kind interactions.
Method
Subjects
Questionnaires were given to 253 potential subjects who were enrolled at 
the time in either a clinical psychology doctoral program or law school. 
Participation was voluntary, and subjects received no compensation for completing 
the questionnaires. Although 104 subjects returned questionnaires, 7 of these 
could not be included due to failure of the subject to follow instructions. A  total 
of 97 questionnaires was included in the final analyses.
Of the subjects who completed the questionnaires satisfactorily, 7 (2 
females and 5 males) were enrolled in a Ph.D. program in clinical psychology at 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 20 (16 females and 4 males) were enrolled in 
a Psy.D. program at The Virginia Consortium of Professional Psychology, 10 (6 
females and 4 males) were enrolled in the Law School at the University of 
Virginia, and 59 (27 females and 32 males) were enrolled in the Marshall Wythe
Professional Training
25
School of Law at the College of William & Mary. Return rates for the four 
groups were 19%, 77%, 37%, and 33.3%, respectively. The overall return rate 
was 38%.
Subjects ranged in age from 22 to 45 years old. The mean age of clinical 
psychology students was 30.3 (SD 6.1), and the mean age of law students was 25.8 
(SD 4.0).
Stimulus Materials
Twelve vignettes, 6 describing sex crimes and 6 describing nonsex crimes, 
were pretested for level of deviance in a pilot study involving 27 female and 28 
male William & Mary undergraduates participating for course credit (see 
Appendix B for original vignettes). The vignettes were designed to give subjects a 
description of a crime but no description of the perpetrator’s background or 
mental stability. Although both victims and perpetrators of crimes can be either 
male or female, the majority (87% in 1986) of victims of sex offenses are female 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1990), and the majority (92.3% in 1990) of 
perpetrators of sex offenses are male (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1992). 
Therefore, for this study, all of the vignettes described male perpetrators and 
female victims. The victims in the vignettes were described in a similar manner 
except for age, with five of the vignettes describing victims aged 9 and seven 
describing victims aged 25. In each case the perpetrator was a 35-year-old male. 
Questions regarding the vignettes were related to those factors that are described
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in the deviance literature as contributing to the labeling of a behavior "deviant" 
(Douglas & Waksler, 1982; Gibbons & Jones, 1975). Subjects were asked to rate 
the deviance, perceived frequency, and horribleness of the crimes depicted, as well 
as the extent to which these crimes violated social norms, on a 7-point scale. In 
addition, subjects were asked to rate the extent to which they felt the victim was 
responsible for the crime (See Appendix C for exact wording of questions).
Based on the results of the pretest, four vignettes, two describing sex 
crimes and two describing nonsex crimes, were chosen to be included in the final 
study. Ratings of vignettes were analyzed, and vignettes were selected that 
produced a main effect for deviance, F( 1, 51) = 56.15, p  < .001, but no effect for 
kind of crime (sex or nonsex), and no deviance by kind of crime interaction. As 
can be seen in Table 1, neither the mean deviance ratings for the two "high 
deviance" crimes nor the mean deviance rating for the two "low deviance" crimes 
were significantly different, whereas the two "high deviance" crimes had much 
higher mean deviance ratings than the two "low deviance" crimes. All four of the 
chosen vignettes involved an adult (25-year-old) victim, and a predatory 
(perpetrator seeks out victim) rather than an opportunistic (perpetrator "happens" 
to be in situation to commit the crime) crime. The low deviance sex crime 
vignette described a case of indecent exposure, the high deviance sex crime 
described a rape, the low deviance nonsex crime described a mugging, and the
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high deviance nonsex crime described a murder (see Appendix E for selected 
vignettes).
Insert Table 1 about here
Subjects in the pretest also ranked 14 possible dispositions in terms of 
severity (See Appendix C for entire list). Eight dispositions were selected for 
inclusion in the actual study based on their mean ranks. The final dispositions 
included the following: acquittal (M = 1.14, SD = .86); probation (M  = 2.20, SD 
= .73); one- to two-year sentence, reduction if agree to treatment (M -  5.54; SD 
= 1.16); one- to two-year sentence, no treatment (M  -  5.84; SD -  1.11); greater 
than two-year sentence, reduction if agree to treatment (M = 8.30; SD = 1.09); 
greater than two-year sentence, no treatment (M = 8.84; SD 1.09); life 
imprisonment, no parole (M = 12.56; SD = .79); and death (M = 13.73; SD = 
.70).
Dependent Variables
The dependent measures for the main study consisted of two measures of 
causality, including "X himself was the sole cause of the behavior" (XCAUSE) and 
"X’s behavior was caused by mental illness" (MICAUSE); four measures of 
responsibility, including "When X engaged in the behavior, he was moved by 
overwhelming forces inside or outside himself' (FORCES), "X intended for the
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behavior to occur" (INTENT), "X is morally responsible for his behavior" 
(MORRES), and "X is legally responsible for his behavior" (LEGRES); and two 
measures of blameworthiness, "There are reasons that excuse X from blame for 
his behavior" (EXCUSE) and "X is to blame for his behavior" (BLAME). These 
questions were all asked using a 7-point Likert scale format. A  question 
regarding deviance of the crime was included as a manipulation check. Following 
the questions regarding causality, responsibility, and blame, a section was included 
in which the subject was asked to choose the sentence that was most appropriate 
for the perpetrator from the selection of eight possible case dispositions ordered 
by increasing severity that had been chosen and given their severity rating based 
on pretesting (See Appendix F for dependent measures).
In addition to the vignette questionnaires, subjects were also given a 
questionnaire requesting demographic information such as age, sex, program, 
knowledge of criminal law, knowledge of mental health law, and other related 
information that may have had an impact on subjects' perceptions of sex and 
nonsex offenders (See Appendix F).
Procedure
Each subject was given a questionnaire packet consisting of seven pages in 
the following order: instruction page, consent form, first vignette, questions 
regarding first vignette, second vignette, questions regarding second vignette, 
demographic questionnaire. The vignettes and questionnaires have been
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described in the previous section. The instruction page was created in order to 
ensure that subjects received uniform instructions when the experimenter could 
not personally hand out the packets (see Appendix D). Packets were distributed 
either during class with permission of the instructor or by placing them in 
mailboxes. Those packets distributed through mailboxes contained an additional 
letter describing the nature of the study and the value of subjects’ participation in 
an attempt to maximize return rate. After filling out the questionnaires, subjects 
returned them to the experimenter either by placing them in a collection box 
located in an academic building on their campus or by sending them to the 
experimenter in a stamped, addressed enveloped that was provided. The vignettes 
included in each packet consisted of one sex crime description and one nonsex 
crime description, either with both being high deviance or both being low 
deviance. Order of sex/nonsex vignettes was counterbalanced.
Results
Among the law students who returned questionnaires, there were 20 males 
in the low deviance condition, 18 males in the high deviance condition, 13 females 
in the low deviance condition, and 19 females in the high deviance condition. 
Among the clinical psychology students who returned questionnaires, there were 7 
males in the low deviance condition, 2 males in the high deviance condition, 11 
females in the low deviance condition, and 7 females in the high deviance 
condition. There were two factors that contributed to unequal cell sizes. First,
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the available samples of law students and clinical psychology students differed 
greatly in size and in gender ratios. Second, only the conditions that the subjects 
received could be controlled, not the conditions that were returned. Because of 
these unequal cell sizes, particularly the small male clinical psychology high 
deviance cell, results involving gender differences, and specifically gender by 
group interactions, should be interpreted with caution.
As mentioned in the previous section, the mean age of clinical psychology 
students was greater (M = 30.3) than that of law students (M = 25.8). A  * test 
revealed that this difference was significant, *(94) = 4.22, p  < .001. No group 
differences were found for the responses to the questions regarding whether the 
subjects or anyone close to them had ever been either a victim of or accused of a 
sex or nonsex violent crime. Although more law students than psychology 
students stated that they had taken a class in criminal law, X 2( l , N  = 97) = 11.81, 
p  < .001, there was no difference between the groups regarding the number who 
had taken a mental health law class. Law students perceived themselves as having 
more knowledge of criminal law than did psychology students, *(95) = 3.98, p  < 
.001 (Ms = 4.1 and 2.7 on a 7-point scale, respectively), whereas psychology 
students perceived themselves as having more knowledge of mental health law 
than did law students, *(95) = 3.35, p  < .01 (Ms = 3.6 and 2.5, respectively). In 
addition, a greater percentage of psychology students reported having worked with 
victims of sex, X 2(l, N  = 97) = 47.27, p  < .001, and nonsex, X 2(l, N  = 97) =
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37.65, p  < .001 crimes, as well as with perpetrators of sex, X 2(l, N  = 97) = 27.05, 
p  < .001, and nonsex, X2(l, N  = 97) = 21.18, p  < .001. crimes.
The dependent variable regarding victim responsibility was analyzed first to 
determine whether female or male law or psychology students attributed greater 
victim responsibility for any of the crimes. A 2 (deviance) x 2 (group) x 2 
(gender) x 2 (kind of crime) ANOVA with kind of crime as a within-subjects 
variable revealed no significant main effects or interactions.
In order to determine whether subjects’ perception of vignette deviance 
matched the manipulated deviance and if this perceived deviance varied across 
groups, gender, or kind of crime, a 2 (deviance) x 2 (group) x 2 (gender) x 2 (kind 
of crime) ANOVA with kind of crime as a within-subjects variable was performed 
on responses to the question "How deviant was X’s behavior?". Results revealed 
the expected main effect for manipulated deviance, F(1, 89) = 23.05, p  < .001. In 
addition, however, there was a main effect for kind of crime, F( 1, 89) = 5.01, p  < 
.05, and an interaction between manipulated deviance and kind of crime, F{ 1, 89)
= 7.43, p  < .01. As indicated in Table 2, both low deviance sex and nonsex 
crimes were perceived as equivalent, whereas the high deviance nonsex crime was 
perceived as more deviant than the high deviance sex crime.
Insert Table 2 about here
Professional Training
32
In order to account for any effect that the perceived deviance may have 
had on responses to causality, responsibility, and blame questions, Pearson 
correlations between responses to these questions and the response to the 
deviance question were performed. Two (deviance) x 2 (group) x 2 (sex) x 2 
(kind of crime) ANCOVAs, with perceived deviance as the covariate and kind of 
crime as a within subjects variable, were performed on the dependent measures 
that were found to correlate significantly with perceived deviance. For these 
measures, adjusted means are shown. On the remainder of the questions, 2 
(deviance) x 2 (group) x 2 (sex) x 2 (kind of crime) ANOVAs with kind of crime 
as a within subjects variable were performed. Actual means are shown for these 
groups. Because unweighted means were used in all of the analyses, it is these 
means that will be discussed.
Causality
As mentioned previously, there were two dependent measures that related 
to causality, XCAUSE and MICAUSE. ANCOVAs performed on responses to 
these statements indicated no significant main effects or interactions among the 
independent variables for the dependent variable XCAUSE. For the depended 
variable MICAUSE, however, a main effect for crime kind, F (1, 89) = 8.48, p  < 
.01, was obtained, with sex crimes regarded as more deviant (M = 3.96) than 
nonsex crimes (M = 3.18). There was also a deviance crime kind interaction, F( 1, 
89) = 46.16, p  < .001. As indicated in Table 3, mental illness was more likely to
Professional Training
33
be seen as the cause of the high deviance nonsex crime and the low deviance sex 
crime than it was to be thought of as the cause of the low deviance nonsex crime 
or the high deviance sex crime.
Insert Table 3 about here
Responsibility
Analyses performed on the dependent measures related to responsibility 
revealed no main effects or interactions on two (intent and legal responsibility) 
and significant differences on two (overwhelming forces and moral responsibility). 
For the force question, the ANOVA revealed main effects for group, F( 1, 88) = 
8.72, p  < .01, and kind of crime, F (l, 88) = 7.39, p  < .01. Overall, clinical 
psychology students were more likely than law students to perceive the 
perpetrator as being moved by overwhelming forces (Ms = 4.44 and 3.36, 
respectively). In addition, subjects perceived overwhelming forces to exist more 
for the sex crimes (M = 4.23) than for the nonsex crimes (M = 3.65). A  deviance 
by kind of crime interaction was also revealed, F( 1, 88) = 14.01, p  < .001, such 
that overwhelming forces were given less credence for low deviance nonsex crimes 
(M = 3.07) than for low deviance sex crimes (M = 4.50) but no comparable 
difference was obtained when crimes were high in deviance (means, respectively,
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were 4.23 and 3.79). The simple effect for crime within low deviance was 
significant, F( 1, 88) = 26.08, p  < .01 (means are summarized in Table 4).
Insert Table 4 about here
For responses to the statement regarding moral responsibility, the 
ANCOVA indicated significant deviance by gender, F (1, 88) = 4.07, p  < .05, 
group by gender, F( 1, 88) = 10.17, p  < .01, and deviance by group by gender, F (l, 
88) = 5.44, p  < .05 interactions. In the high deviance condition, females 
considered the perpetrator to be more morally responsible (M = 6.65) than did 
males (M = 5.45), F( 1, 41) = 7.00, p  < .05, whereas females and males in the low 
deviance condition did not differ significantly in their attribution of moral 
responsibility to the perpetrator. In addition, the female clinical psychology 
students attributed more moral responsibility to the perpetrator (M  = 6.45) than 
did the male clinical psychology students (M = 5.44), whereas the attributions of 
moral responsibility of female and male law students did not significantly differ 
(means are 6.49 and 6.55, respectively). As shown by Table 5, however, these 
gender interactions appear to be influenced mainly by the small male clinical 
psychology high deviance cell, which has an adjusted mean of 4.38, whereas the 
adjusted means of the other cells range from 6.23 to 6.70. Although the two-way 
interactions involve this cell in conjunction with either the high deviance male law
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student or the low deviance male psychology student cell, the difference is great 
enough to decrease the mean of the larger cell in relation to the others. Given 
that the aberrant high deviance clinical psychology male mean was based on 
responses of only two subjects, caution must be observed when interpreting 
interactions involving this cell.
Insert Table 5 about here
Blameworthiness
Responses to both of the dependent measures assessing blameworthiness 
(EXCUSE and BLAME) were analyzed using ANCOVAs. A  group by crime kind 
interaction, F( 1, 87) = 4.17, p  < .05, was found for the responses to the statement 
regarding the existence of reasons that excuse X from blame for his behavior. As 
indicated in Table 5, clinical psychology students evaluating a sex crime were 
more willing to excuse the perpetrator from blame (M  = 2.68) than was case in 
any of the other three conditions (means for law/nonsex, law/sex, & 
psych./nonsex = 2.32, 2.30, & 2.24, respectively).
Insert Table 6 about here
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In addition, analysis revealed a group by gender by crime kind interaction, 
F (1, 87) = 4.59, p  < .05. As indicated by Figure 1, female clinical psychology 
students were more willing to excuse the perpetrator of the nonsex crime from 
blame (M  = 2.51) than were male law students (M = 2.04), and were less willing 
to excuse the perpetrator of the sex crime from blame (M  = 2.02) than were male 
law students (M = 3.06). In for both the sex and the nonsex crimes, female law 
and male clinical psychology students differed little in their willingness to excuse 
the perpetrator from blame (sex crime means = 2.72 and 2.73, respectively; 
nonsex crime means = 2.24 and 2.35, respectively).
Insert Figure 1 about here
For the statement regarding X being to blame for his behavior, a main 
effect for group was found, F (1, 87) = 5.70, p  < .05, as well as a deviance by 
crime kind interaction, F{ 1, 87) = 19.00, p  < .001 (see Table 7). Overall, clinical 
psychology students blamed the perpetrators of the crimes less for their behavior 
(M  = 5.64) than did law students (M  = 6.28). Regardless of their background, 
subjects attributed more blame to the perpetrator in the high deviance sex crime 
condition (M  = 6.28) and the low deviance nonsex crime condition (M  = 6.40) 
than in the high deviance nonsex crime condition (M  = 5.35) and the low 
deviance sex crime condition (M = 5.79).
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Insert Table 7 about here
Disposition
The sentence chosen by subjects in response to the question ’’Which of the 
following sentences would you recommend for X?" was coded both in terms of 
severity (from 1-8 based on pretesting of a list of possible dispositions) and in 
terms of whether or not treatment was included as part of the disposition (0 for 
yes, 1 for no). An ANCOVA performed on the severity of sentence data revealed 
main effects for deviance, F{1, 88) = 125.15, p  < .001, and for crime kind, F( 1,
88) = 106.56, p  < .001, as well as a deviance by crime kind interaction, F( 1, 88)
= 6.89, p  < .05. As shown by Table 8, subjects recommended more severe 
sentences for high deviance crimes than for low deviance crimes, and more severe 
sentences for nonsex crimes than for sex crimes.
Insert Table 8 about here
A 2 (group) x 2 (deviance) logistic regression analysis was performed on 
the treatment data separately for the sex and nonsex offenses in order to 
determine if recommendation for treatment could be predicted by group 
membership or deviance of the offense in the case of either sex or nonsex
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offenses. As indicated in Table 9, for the sex offenses, psychology students chose 
treatment more often than did law students (Z = 2.26, p  < .05), and treatment 
was suggested for the low deviance offense more often than for the high deviance 
offense (Z = -2.85, p  < .01). Main effects for group (Z = 2.11, p  < .05) and 
deviance (Z = -3.58, p  < .001) were also revealed in the case of nonsex offenses. 
In addition, however, a group by deviance interaction was found (Z = 2.05, p  < 
.05), with psychology students recommending treatment more often than did law 
students in the case of the low deviance crime, but slightly less often than law 
students in the case of the high deviance crime.
Insert Table 9 about here
Analyses Involving Multiple Dependent Measures
Two analyses were performed on the data in order to determine if the 
patterns of results differed across the causality, responsibility, blame, and 
disposition measures. From a theoretical perspective, the first of these analyses 
was performed mainly to determine whether the measures of causality, 
responsibility, and blameworthiness were actually measuring different things, as 
has been argued by Shaver (1985; Shaver & Drown, 1986). This first analysis 
included a measure of causality (XCAUSE), a measure of responsibility 
(MORRES), a measure of intent (INTEND) and a measure of blameworthiness
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(BLAME). A  2 (group) x 2 (deviance) x 2 (gender) x 2 (kind of crime) x 4 
(measure) ANOVA, with kind of crime and measure as within-subject variables 
revealed one main effect for measure, F(3, 85) = 9.18, p < .001, and four 
interactions. These interactions included deviance by kind of crime, F (l, 87) = 
13.09, p < .001, deviance by gender by measure, F(3, 85) = 3.75, p < .05, group 
by gender by measure, F(3, 85) = 3.09, p < .05, and deviance by kind of crime by 
measure, F(3, 85) = 3.10, p < .05. Figures 2, 3, and 4 depict these interactions.
As can be seen by Figure 2, mean ratings of intent and moral responsibility differ 
little among the 4 crimes. Attributions of causality and blameworthiness, 
however, differ more among the crimes, with the most causality and blame being 
attributed to the perpetrator of the high deviance sex crime (means = 5.97 and 
6.47, respectively) and the least being attributed to the perpetrator of the low 
deviance sex crime (means = 5.08 and 5.59, respectively). For the nonsex crimes, 
the perpetrator is viewed as being the sole cause of the behavior slightly more for 
the high deviance crime (M = 5.27) than for the low deviance crime (M  = 5.49), 
and as slightly more to blame for the low deviance crime (M = 6.00) than for the 
high deviance crime (M = 5.76).
Insert Figure 2 about here
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Figure 3 depicts the group by gender by measure interaction. It is evident 
from the graph that the previously mentioned aberrant mean of the male clinical 
psychology high deviance cell (n -  2) may have influenced this result. With this 
in mind, it is of interest to note that for the causality and responsibility measures, 
the attributions of the female and male clinical psychology students differ to the 
greatest degree, with female clinical psychology students attributing less causality 
and less intent to the perpetrator (Ms = 5.03 and 6.29, respectively) than did male 
clinical psychology students (Ms = 6.00 and 6.63, respectively), but more moral 
responsibility (means for female and male clinical psychology are 6.62 and 5.54, 
respectively).
Insert Figure 3 about here
Figure 4 depicts the deviance by gender by measure interaction. Once 
again, the cell containing two subjects appears to have influenced the outcome of 
the analysis. In this case, it is the high deviance male cell that is affected. As is 
evident from the graph, the patterns of means across measures for high deviance 
females and low deviance males are similar, with the pattern of low deviance 
females differing mainly for the intent measure. Both males in the low deviance 
condition and females in the high deviance condition attributed more moral 
responsibility (Ms = 6.41 and 6.64, respectively) than intent (Ms = 6.25 and 6.27,
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respectively) to the perpetrator, whereas females attribute more intent than moral 
responsibility in the case of the low deviance crime (Ms -  6.61 and 6.32, 
respectively). The pattern of the males in the case of the high deviance offenses, 
however, deviates the most from the others, with males in the high deviance 
condition attributing the greatest amount of causality and intent (Ms = 6.44 and 
6.74, respectively) but the least amount of moral responsibility (M  = 5.58).
Insert Figure 4 about here
The second analysis included the dependent measures for which significant 
group, deviance, or crime kind effects had been found. These included one 
measure of causality (MICAUSE), one measure of responsibility (FORCES), one 
measure of blameworthiness (BLAME) and the measure of severity of 
recommended disposition. The 2 (group) by 2 (deviance) by 2 (gender) by 2 
(kind of crime) by 4 (measure) ANOVA revealed main effects for group, F (l, 86) 
= 4.75, p < .05, deviance, F (l, 86) = 21.72, p < .001, and measure, F (l, 84) = 
25.62, p < .001. In addition, deviance by measure, F (l, 84) = 27.49, p < .001, 
and group by measure, F (1, 84) = 3.51, p < .05, interactions were found. As 
shown by Figure 5, clinical psychology students were not only more inclined to 
attribute the cause of the crime to mental illness (M = 4.01) than were law 
students (M = 3.20), and more likely to perceive the perpetrator as being moved
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by overwhelming forces (M = 4.71) than were law students (M = 3.41), but were 
also less blaming of the perpetrator (M = 5.71) than were law students(M =
6.19). This difference is not reflected, however, in a difference in severity of 
sentence (law and psychology means = 5.19 and 5.30, respectively).
Insert Figure 5 about here
Figure 6 depicts the deviance by kind of crime by measure interaction.
The most noticeable in this figure is that the mean patterns of attributing cause to 
mental illness and perceiving the offender as being moved by overwhelming forces 
are similar, whereas the mean severity of sentence appears to be unrelated to the 
measures of causality, responsibility, and blameworthiness.
Insert Figure 6 about here
Discussion
Group Effects
Effects for group were found for one of the dependent measures of 
responsibility ("When X engaged in the behavior he was moved by overwhelming 
forces inside or outside himself') and for both measures of blame ("There are 
reasons that excuse X from blame for his behavior" and "X is to blame for his
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behavior"). Overall, clinical psychology students perceived the perpetrators of the 
crimes as being more moved by overwhelming forces and less to blame for their 
actions than did law students. These results support the hypotheses regarding 
group differences in attributions of blame. Contrary to prediction, however, these 
differences were not obtained on the measures of causality.
As mentioned previously, some views of the causes of sex offenses state 
that the offenders cannot control their impulses due to factors other than mental 
illness, such as societal factors (O’Connell et al., 1990) or an oversexualization of 
needs (Finkelhor & Lewis, 1988). Although other offenses were not considered in 
the models discussed, it is possible that clinical psychology students considered 
factors such as these when determining if overwhelming forces influenced the 
offenders’ behaviors. These forces, in turn, may have been considered as 
somewhat of a justification for the behaviors, resulting in a lessening of blame 
(Shaver, 1985).
Alternatively, the blame result could also have been due to a reaction to 
the term "blame." Among the clinical psychology students, there were some who 
indirectly commented on the term "blame" (underlining the word, putting a 
question mark next to it), as well as one subject who did not respond to either of 
the statements that included the word. This reaction did not occur among law 
students.
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For the dependent measure regarding reasons that excuse the perpetrator 
from blame, clinical psychology students perceived there to be more reasons to 
excuse the sex offenders than the nonsex offenders, whereas the law students 
found more reasons to excuse the nonsex offenders than the sex offenders.
Though not predicted, this group by crime kind interaction is interesting. What 
the results suggest is that, although law students attribute more blame to criminals 
overall, they may more readily find reasons that would excuse criminals from 
blame in the case of nonsex offenses, whereas clinical psychology students may 
more readily find reasons to excuse criminals in the case of sex offenses. It is 
possible that this is a reflection of a societal bias. Whereas clinical psychology 
students may adhere to any of the models offered previously to explain sex 
offenses, such as the addiction model, the biological model, or the socialization 
model, law students more likely resemble the general population in that they may 
not have had experience viewing the actions of sex offenders in light of these 
models. These models, though not necessarily freeing the offender from 
responsibility for his actions, do offer reasons that may excuse him from blame. 
Therefore, it is possible that the bias of the law students in finding less reason to 
excuse sex offenders from blame than nonsex offenders may represent the bias of 
the general population, whereas the bias of the clinical psychology students in 
finding more reason to excuse sex offenders from blame than nonsex offenders 
may represent a specific bias of the clinical psychology community.
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In addition, because this statement was phrased in a manner such that 
subjects were expressing the extent to which the offender was excused from blame 
rather than the extent to which the offender was to blame, it may have 
circumvented any biases toward the specific word "blame." That is, although 
clinical psychology students may have, for personal, theoretical, or treatment 
philosophy reasons, been reluctant to "blame" an offender for his behavior, they 
may have been less reluctant to admit that certain offenders may have more 
reasons to excuse them from blame than others.
The group by gender by kind of crime interaction indicates that male 
clinical psychology students and female law students are most similar in their 
attitudes concerning reasons for excusing offenders from blame. In contrast, the 
attitudes of female clinical psychology students and male law students are the 
most different, with male law students finding the greatest reason to excuse sex 
offenders, and the least reason to excuse nonsex offenders, and female clinical 
psychology students finding the least reason to excuse sex offenders and the most 
reason to excuse nonsex offenders. This result has practical implications, 
indicating that while overall group differences in excusing offenders from blame 
exist among clinical psychology and law students, it is the male law students and 
the female clinical psychology students who may have the greatest difficulty 
agreeing on this issue.
Professional Training
46
Interestingly, the differences in attributions of blame were not reflected in 
severity of sentence. In terms of treatment, however, clinical psychology students, 
as predicted, did recommend treatment more often than did law students for three 
of the crimes. In the case of the high deviance nonsex offense (murder), clinical 
psychology students recommended treatment slightly less often than did law 
students. This may have been the result of the choice of dispositions offered.
The two most severe dispositions, life imprisonment without parole and death, did 
not include treatment and were most often selected as recommended sentences 
for the perpetrator of the murder. It is possible that the next most severe 
sentence that included treatment (greater than two year sentence; reduction if 
agree to treatment) was considered too lenient for such a crime.
Overall, these group differences indicate that individuals with different 
professional backgrounds do view offenders in general differently, and that, when 
determining if there are reasons to excuse the offender from blame, view sex and 
nonsex offenders differently. Although these differences are not reflected in 
severity of sentence recommended, they are reflected in recommendations of 
treatment. Therefore, these differences could have implications when individuals 
in the legal and clinical psychology professions are involved in making decisions 
regarding offenders. Furthermore, that differences similar to those found among 
professionals employed in the legal and psychological fields are also exhibited by
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individuals aspiring to these professions suggests that the differences are related 
to career choice or training rather than purely to professional experience.
Sex Versus Nonsex Crimes
In addition to the group differences, there were several effects that 
indicated that sex and nonsex crimes of different levels of deviance were 
perceived differently by subjects regardless of educational background. Kind of 
crime by deviance interactions were revealed for measures of causality ("X’s 
behavior was caused by mental illness"), responsibility ("When X engaged in the 
behavior he was moved by overwhelming forces inside or outside himself1) and 
blame ("X was to blame for his behavior"). Mental illness was perceived as being 
the cause of the behavior to a greater degree for the high deviance than for the 
low deviance nonsex crime. For the sex crimes, however, mental illness was 
perceived as being the cause of the behavior to a greater degree for the low 
deviance than for the high deviance crime. The opposite pattern was reflected in 
the measure of blame, such that the perpetrator was perceived as being more to 
blame in the case of the low deviance than the high deviance nonsex crime, and 
more to blame in the case of the high deviance than the low deviance sex crime. 
These results suggest that mental illness contributing to the cause of the behavior 
may have been viewed as a justification for the behavior that reduced 
blameworthiness (Shaver, 1985).
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A  slightly different pattern of results was exhibited for the measure 
involving overwhelming forces, in which the perpetrators of the high and low 
deviance sex crimes were perceived as being equally moved by overwhelming 
forces, whereas the perpetrator of the high deviance nonsex crime was perceived 
as being moved by overwhelming forces moreso than was the perpetrator of the 
low deviance nonsex crime.
The results regarding the extent to which mental illness was perceived as 
causing the behavior in the nonsex crimes are consistent with those found in the 
study by McClure et al. (1991), in which mental illness was implicated as a cause 
for "extreme" crimes. For the sex crimes, however, the pattern is reversed. This 
could indicate that the effect found by McClure et al. (1991) only occurs in the 
case of nonsex crimes. Alternatively, it is possible that the "extremeness" 
described by McClure et al. involves something other than the "deviance" that was 
measured during pretesting in the present study.
Comparisons Across Dependent Measures
The two analyses involving measures of causality, responsibility, blame, and 
severity of sentence were performed in order to determine the relationship 
between the various measures. The first analysis, which included the dependent 
measures of XCAUSE, INTEND, MORRES, and BLAME, revealed a main effect 
for measure, indicating that the measures of causality, responsibility, and blame 
were not measuring identical things. As indicated by Figures 1 and 2, the patterns
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of means vary across the causality, intent, responsibility, and blame measures.
This supports the argument for considering causality, responsibility, and 
blameworthiness as related but separate entities (Shaver, 1985).
It is interesting to note, however, that the pattern of the overall means of 
each of the dependent measures is not consistent with attribution research, which 
would predict that attributions of causality would be highest, with intent, moral 
responsibility, and blameworthiness being determined once causality has been 
established. As is evident from Figure 2, attributions of causality were, in each 
case, lower than judgements of intent, moral responsibility, and blame. This may 
have been the result of the ordering of the dependent measures in the 
questionnaires completed by the subjects. The first question required subjects to 
rate the degree to which mental illness caused the perpetrator’s behavior, and the 
second required them to rate the degree to which the perpetrator was the sole 
cause of his behavior. It is possible that the question regarding mental illness 
could have altered the subjects’ rating of the perpetrator being the sole cause of 
his behavior by offering an alternative explanation without affecting their ratings 
of intent or moral responsibility.
The results of the second analysis involving kind of dependent measure as 
a within-subject variable are interesting mainly due to the lack of association 
between severity of sentence and the other factors. According to the entailment 
model described by Jaspars, Hewstone, and Fincham (1983), ’’causal attributions
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entail responsibility and responsibility entails sanctions of a positive or negative 
kind" (p. 31). The results obtained in the present indicate that severity of sanction 
is not related to attributions of causality and responsibility. Although this does 
not contradict the entailment model, which does not predict severity of sentence, 
it does appear puzzling at first. In a discussion of punishment, however, Schultz 
and Schleifer (1983) conclude that although punishment is related to causality and 
responsibility in that the two must be established before punishment occurs, the 
determination of particular punishment may depend upon other factors. For 
instance, if the purpose of punishment is believed to be a deterrent, the severity 
of punishment would be based on the likelihood and severity of future offenses.
If punishment is viewed as a retribution, severity of sentence would be related to 
victim harm. Without having a measure of perceived victim harm or perceived 
likelihood of future offenses, it is not possible to determine whether either of 
these factors was being considered when making the determination of judgement.
It is also possible that the severity of punishment recommended was based on an 
idea of what the actual punishment mandated by law would be, particularly 
considering that one group of subjects consisted of law students. Further research 
is necessary in order to explain what factors other than causality, responsibility, 
and blameworthiness enter into the decision of how severe a sentence to 
recommend for an offender.
Limitations
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Perhaps the most serious limitation of this study involves the low return 
rate, particularly among clinical psychology Ph.D students. It is not possible to 
determine whether the attitudes of those subjects who did complete the 
questionnaires is representative of the groups as a whole. One of the biographical 
information questions, however, did ask about the specific area of clinical 
psychology or law that the subjects planned on entering. The responses to this 
question were varied, including such things as academia, private practice (child or 
adult), and treating the chronically mentally ill in the case of clinical psychology 
students, and criminal law, corporate law, and environmental law in the case of 
law students. It appears, therefore, that individuals with a wide range of career 
goals did participate in the study. Although this fact does not guarantee that a 
representative sample was acquired, it does provide some support for the 
possibility.
Another limitation of the study that has been mentioned previously is 
related to the available samples. Although it was possible to obtain a similar 
number of male and female law student subjects, the male/female ratio of clinical 
psychology students is so uneven that it was not possible to obtain even nearly 
equal numbers of the two groups. That, combined with the fact that the 
experimenter could only control which experimental conditions were handed out 
to subjects, not which ones were returned, created cell sizes that ranged from 20 
to 2. As it has been mentioned previously, any results directly involving the cell
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containing 2 subjects, such as the group by deviance by gender interaction, must 
be interpreted with caution.
A  final limitation of this study is that because subjects were not randomly 
assigned to their groups it is not possible to determine whether group differences 
were caused by socialization processes involved in being a member of the group, 
or by personality differences which resulted in the subjects choosing a particular 
group. That is, do clinical psychology students become less blaming as a result of 
being clinical psychology students, or are individuals who are less blaming more 
likely to become clinical psychology students? It is not possible to answer this 
question based on these results, although, as mentioned previously, some clues 
can be found in the pattern of results, which does seem to indicate that it is more 
of a socialization process. This is a question that is of theoretical but not 
practical importance. For the purpose of theory, it will be necessary to determine 
whether personality differences cause the group membership or group 
membership causes the personality differences. What is important for practical 
purposes, however, is that these differences do exist.
General Discussion
Based on the results of this study, it does appear that professional 
background is related to attributions of responsibility and blame as well as to 
recommendations for treatment for both sex and nonsex offenders. In addition, 
the level of deviance of the offense and kind of offense has an impact on the
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attributions of and recommendations for treatment by the perceiver. Given these 
differences, it is not surprising that there is so little consistency in the treatment of 
sex offenders. Ideally, well-designed recidivism studies involving different 
methods of treatment/punishment for different kinds of crimes would resolve the 
issue of whether treatment, incarceration, or some combination of the two is the 
most effective method of preventing reoccurrences of sex offenses and other 
crimes. Until such data are available, it is important to be aware of attitude 
differences that exist among individuals who are working with offender 
populations on both the legal and psychological ends in order to facilitate clear 
communication among the groups.
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Table 1
Mean Ratings on Pretest Measures of Deviance and Victim Responsibility as a 
Function of Kind of Crime
Exposure
(Low/Sex)
Rape
(High/Sex)
Mugging
(Low/Non)
Murder
(High/Non)
Deviance 5.33 6.56 5.29 6.75
(1.07) (0.93) (1.36) (0.70)
Horribleness 5.00 6.85 4.96 6.96
(1.59) (0.47) (1.23) (0.19)
Frequency 3.70 4.85 5.46 2.71
(1.54) (1.75) (1.07) (1.38)
Violates 6.15 6.63 5.39 6.89
Social Norms (0.95) (1.01) (1.23) (0.42)
Victim 1.26 1.44 1.21 1.36
Responsibility (1.16) (1.28) (1.13) (1.19)
Note: Higher numbers indicate higher ratings of vignette with respect to the 
listed measure. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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Table 2
Mean Ratings of Perceived Deviance as a Function of Manipulated Deviance and 
Kind of Crime
Low Deviance High Deviance
Nonsex Crime 5.16 6.78
(1.36) (0.63)
Sex Crime 5.12 6.11
(1.19) (1.06)
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater perceived deviance. Standard deviations 
are in parentheses.
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Table 3
Mean Agreement with Dependent Variable 'Mental Illness Caused" as a Function of 
Deviance and Kind of Crime
Low Deviance High Deviance
Nonsex Crime 2.06 4.30
Sex Crime 4.77 3.15
Note: Higher numbers indicate more agreement. Because an ANCOVA was 
performed on this measure, adjusted means are shown, and standard deviations 
are unavailable.
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Table 4
Mean Agreement with "X was Moved by Overwhelming Forces..." as a Function of
Group, Deviance, and Kind of Crime
Law Students Psychology Students
Low Deviance
Nonsex Crime 2.64 3.50
(1.73) (1.86)
Sex Crime 3.88 5.11
(2.10) (1.64)
High Deviance
Nonsex Crime 3.67 4.78
(1.84) (2.28)
Sex Crime 3.25 4.69
(2.08) (2.45)
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater agreement. Standard deviations are in 
parentheses.
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Table 5
Mean Agreement with "X was Morally Responsible..." as a Function of Group, 
Gender, and Kind of Crime
Law Clinical Psych.
Females Males Females Males
Low Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 6.53 6.48 6.07 6.42
Sex Crime 6.23 6.60 6.31 6.62
High Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 6.56 6.80 6.73 4.32
Sex Crime 6.62 6.31 6.70 4.38
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater agreement. Because an ANCOVA was 
performed on this measure, adjusted means are shown, and standard deviations 
are unavailable.
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Table 6
Mean Agreement with 'There are Reasons that Excuse X ..." as a Function of Group 
and Kind of Crime
Law Clinical Psych.
Female Male Female Male
Low Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 1.85 1.86 2.83 2.74
Sex Crime 2.28 2.12 2.31 1.91
High Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 2.62 2.22 2.18 1.95
Sex Crime 3.16 4.00 1.72 3.55
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater agreement. Because an ANCOVA was 
performed on this measure, adjusted means are shown, and standard deviations 
are unavailable.
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Table 7
Mean Agreement with "X is to Blame..." as a Function of Group, Deviance, and Kind 
of Crime__________________________________________________________________
Law Students Psychology Students
Low Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 6.56 6.25
Sex Crime 6.18 5.40
High Deviance 
Nonsex Crime 5.95 4.26
Sex Crime 6.41 6.14
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater agreement. Because an ANCOVA was 
performed on this measure, adjusted means are shown, and standard deviations 
are unavailable.
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Table 8
Mean Severity of Recommended Disposition as a Function of Deviance and Kind of 
Crime
Low Deviance High Deviance
Nonsex Crime 5.08 6.94
Sex Crime 2.98 5.94
Note: Higher numbers indicate greater severity. Because an ANCOVA was
performed on this measure, adjusted means are shown, and standard deviations 
are unavailable.
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Table 9
Proportion of Subjects Recommending Treatment as an Aspect of Disposition as a 
Function of Group, Deviance, and Kind of Crime
Law Students Psychology Students
Low Deviance 
Sex Crime .64 .94
Nonsex Crime .30 .88
High Deviance 
Sex Crime .35 .56
Nonsex Crime .14 .11
D
eg
re
e 
to 
W
hi
ch
 
E
xc
us
e 
fro
m 
B
la
m
e
Professional Training
70
Figure 1
Reasons to Excuse X from Blame
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Figure 2
Deviance by Kina of Crime by Measure
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Figure 3
Group by Gender by Measure
Female Law 
Male Law
Female Peych 
■— E3 Male Psych
MORRES BLAMEXCAUSE
Dependent Measure
D
eg
re
e 
A
tt
ri
bu
te
d 
to 
P
er
p
et
ra
to
r
Professional Training
73
Figure 4
Deviance by Gender by Measure
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
Deviance by Kina of Crime by Measure
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Appendix A  
Consent Form and Verbatim Script: Pretest
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Consent Form
The general nature of this study involving ratings of criminal offenses 
conducted by Florence Super and Dr. Shaver has been explained to me. I 
understand that I will be asked to read four vignettes and fill out five 
questionnaires.
I understand that my responses will be anonymous and that my name will not 
be associated with any results of this study. I know that I may refuse to answer 
any questions that I find personally objectionable and that I may discontinue 
participation at any time. I also know that any grade, payment, or credit for 
participation will not be affected by my responses or by my exercising any of my 
rights. I am aware that I may report dissatisfaction with any aspect of this 
experiment to the Psychology Department Chair, Dr. Herbert Friedman, X13875.
I am aware that I must be at least 18 years of age to participate. My signature 
signifies my voluntary participation in this project under the conditions that have 
been explained to me.
Date Signature
PRINT: Instructor 
Introductory Psychology
PRINT: Name
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Verbatim Script (pretest)
"Hi, thank you for coming. My name is Florence Super, and I am doing some 
research for my Masters thesis in psychology. In this study, you will be reading six 
vignettes and filling out seven questionnaires. This should take about thirty 
minutes. The crimes depicted in the vignettes are extreme, but no more so than 
those found on a daily basis in newspapers and on television. I will explain the 
study more fully afterward and you can obtain the final results if you wish. First, 
please read and fill out this consent form. Note that all responses are anonymous 
and you may terminate participation at any time. If you would like the results of 
the study, please put your campus address below your signature. Now I would 
like you to read the vignettes at the top of the pages in front of you and then 
answer the questions regarding each vignette which are below it. Please answer 
the questions by placing an ’X’ along the scale below the question at the point 
that best represents your opinion, (subjects read and fill out 
vignettes/questionnaires; pass out punitiveness questionnaire) Now I would like 
you to rank these possible dispositions for a criminal offense from least to most 
punitive, with a ranking of T  meaning least punitive and a ranking of ’14’ 
meaning most punitive, (subjects read and rank dispositions; collect all forms) 
This study was a pretest designed to assess the level of deviance of various sexual 
and nonsexual offenses and the relative punitiveness of various dispositions. The 
results of this study will be used next semester in a study that will examine the 
effects of background of the observer on attributions of responsibility to and 
recommendations of disposition for male sex and non sex offenders who commit 
offenses of different levels of deviance. Do you have any questions? Thank you 
very much."
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Appendix B 
Stimulus Materials: Pretest
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Sex Offense Vignettes
1. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted on one count of 
forcible rape. His victim was a twenty-five-year-old female who resided in the 
same suburban community as X and had seen him before but was not acquainted 
with him. X followed the victim for several days before the rape, learning her 
daily routine. On the afternoon of the rape, X stopped his car next to the victim 
while she was jogging near her house and asked her the location of a nearby 
movie theater. She stopped to respond, maintaining her distance from the car.
He asked her to repeat herself because he hadn’t heard her, so she stepped closer 
to the car. At this point, X quickly opened the door, grabbed the victim’s arm, 
and revealed that he was holding a gun in his other hand. He told her that if she 
struggled or screamed he would kill her. When she began to struggle, he hit her 
on the side of the head with the gun, knocking her unconscious, and put her in 
the passenger side of the car. When the victim awoke, she realized that X had 
driven to a secluded area outside of their community and that she was tied up.
He pulled her from the car and proceeded to force her to engage in oral, anal, 
and vaginal intercourse with him. Whenever she attempted to struggle or scream 
he would hit her and threaten to kill her. When he was finished, he left her along 
the side of the road and drove away. Approximately forty-five minutes later the 
victim was found by a couple driving along the road. They took her to the 
hospital where the police were also called. Once the victim’s condition had 
improved, she was able to give a description of her attacker. A  man fitting that 
description was found shortly afterwards and positively identified by the victim as 
being the person who had raped her. After being presented with physical 
evidence that connected him to the crime, X confessed that he was guilty. He 
currently awaits sentencing.
2. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted on one count of 
indecent exposure and open lewdness. His victim was a twenty-five year old 
female who lived a few blocks away from X. On the afternoon of the incident, X  
stopped his car by the victim while she was walking near her home and asked her 
where a nearby camera shop was located. She stopped to respond, but did not 
approach the car. He asked her to speak a little louder because he could not 
understand her, so she moved closer to the car and leaned toward the window so 
he could better hear her. As she did so, she realized that X was wearing no 
clothes below his waist and was masturbating. As the victim screamed and took a 
step backward, X drove away. The victim reported the incident to the police 
along with a description of the car and the first three letters on the license plate.
A  car fitting the description with a matching license plate was found to belong to 
a man who the victim later positively identified as the individual who had exposed
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himself to her. Once faced with these facts, X confessed that he was guilty. He 
currently awaits sentencing.
3. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted on one count of child 
molestation and forcible rape. His victim was a nine-year-old female who lived 
with her parents in a small community. For several days before the rape, X  
followed the victim to and from school. On the afternoon of the rape, X stopped 
his car next to the victim as she was walking home from school, telling her that 
her mother was very sick and had asked him to pick the victim up from school 
and take her to the hospital to see her. The victim initially doubted the story, but 
was eventually convinced of X’s sincerity. Once she was inside the car, X  
revealed that he was holding a gun and threatened to kill her if she attempted to 
scream or get out. When the victim reached for the door, he hit her with the gun, 
knocking her unconscious. The victim awoke some time later to discover that she 
was tied up in a room and that X was shaking her to revive her. Once she 
completely regained consciousness, X proceeded to force the victim to engage in 
oral, anal, and vaginal intercourse with him. She initially attempted to struggle 
but was told by X that if she continued he would kill her. When he was finished, 
he put the victim back in the car and drove a few miles down the road where he 
dropped the victim off and drove away. Approximately forty-five minutes later 
the victim was found by a couple driving along the road. They took her to the 
hospital where the police and the victim’s parents were called. Once the victim’s 
condition had improved, she was able to describe the place where she had been 
taken. From that description combined with knowledge of the location where she 
had been found, the police were able to locate the house and bring the owner in 
for questioning. At that time he was positively identified by the victim. Physical 
evidence also connected X to the crime. After being presented with this 
information, X confessed that he was guilty. He currently awaits sentencing.
4. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted of forcible rape. His 
victim was a twenty-five-year-old female. On the evening of the rape, X broke 
into the victim’s home, planning on stealing any money or jewelry he could find. 
He went into the victim’s room and found her sleeping. At that point, he changed 
his plans and climbed on top of her. She awoke immediately and began to 
struggle and try to scream, but he shoved a pillow over her face and held her 
down while he raped her. When he was finished, he left through a window. The 
victim called the police immediately. On their way to her home, the police 
apprehended a man running a short distance from her home. It was later found 
that this man fit what description the victim could provide. Physical evidence was 
also found connecting him to the crime. Faced with this evidence, X confessed 
that he was guilty. He currently awaits sentencing.
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5. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted on one count of child 
molestation and forcible rape. The victim was a nine-year-old female who lived 
with her family (parents and one brother) in a single story home in the suburbs. 
On the evening of the rape, X broke into the home of the victim's family with 
the plan of stealing any belongings of value that he could find. He went into the 
victim’s room and found her sleeping. He climbed into bed with her and began 
taking off her clothes. She awoke immediately and began to struggle and try to 
scream, but he shoved a pillow over her face and held her down. He just finished 
raping her when her brother, who slept in the adjacent room and was awakened 
by the noise, came in to see what was going on. Realizing what was happening, 
the brother screamed, causing X to leap off the bed and jump through the window 
next to the victim’s dresser. At this point the victims parents woke up and came 
in the room. Upon discovering what had happened, they immediately called the 
police, who apprehended a man who was running down the street a short distance 
from the victim’s home. It was later found that this man fit what description the 
victim could provide. Physical evidence was also found connecting him to the 
crime. Faced with this evidence, X confessed that he was guilty. He currently 
awaits sentencing.
6. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted on one count of child 
molestation. His victim was a nine-year-old female who resided in the same 
suburban community as X. She had seen X before but was not acquainted with 
him. On the afternoon of the crime, the victim was walking home from school 
when X drove his car along side of her and told her that her mother had to go to 
the hospital and had asked him to pick the victim up from school and take her to 
see her. The victim initially doubted the story, but eventually was convinced to 
get into the car with X. Once the victim was inside of the car, X  drove to a 
deserted parking lot and parked the car. When the victim asked where they were, 
he grabbed hold of her arm with one hand and unzipped his pants with the other, 
revealing an erection. He then pulled up the victim’s skirt, took off her 
underwear, and began fondling her genitals. As her initial shock wore off, she 
began to struggle, and X held her down with the hand that had previously been 
fondling her and masturbated to ejaculation with the other. He then opened the 
car door, pushed the victim out, and drove away. Approximately forty-five 
minutes later the victim was found by a couple driving along the road. They took 
her to the hospital where the police were also called. When they arrived, she 
gave them a description of her attacker. A  man fitting that description was found 
shortly afterwards and positively identified by the victim as being the person who 
had molested her. After being presented with the physical evidence that 
connected him to the crime, X confessed that he was guilty. He currently awaits 
sentencing.
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Nonsex Offense Vignettes
1. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted of first degree murder. 
The victim was a twenty-five-year-old female who had resided in the same 
suburban community as X. She had seen X before but was not acquainted with 
him. X followed the victim for several days before the murder in order to learn 
her daily routine. On the afternoon of the murder, he stopped his car next to the 
victim while she was jogging near her home and asked her for directions. She 
responded, maintaining a distance from his car. He asked her to repeat herself 
because he could not hear her. When she moved closer to the car so she could 
be heard, he quickly opened the door and grabbed her arm, revealing that he was 
holding a gun in his other hand. He told her that if she struggled or tried to 
scream he would kill her. When she started to scream, he hit her with the gun, 
knocking her unconscious. When she awoke, she realized that he had driven to a 
secluded area outside of their community and that she was tied up. X pulled her 
from the car and began to hit her repeatedly. He then used a rope to strangle 
her until she again lost consciousness. Finally, he cut off her head with a machete 
and, leaving the rest of her body in a ditch along the side of the road, took it 
home. The body was found some time later by a couple taking a walk. The 
victim was identified by a license found in her wallet. Enquiries revealed that a 
local farmer had seen a car parked along the side of the road near the area where 
the body had been found on the afternoon of the murder. Thinking it was a 
poacher, he had taken down the license number. The police traced the car to X, 
and obtained a warrant to search his home. When the victim's head was found in 
his basement, X confessed that he was guilty. He currently awaits sentencing.
2. X is a thirty-five-year old male who has been convicted of first-degree murder. 
The victim was a nine-year-old female who lived with her family a few streets 
away from X. For several days before the rape, X followed the victim to and 
from school. On the afternoon of the rape, X stopped his car next to the victim 
as she was walking home from school, telling her that her mother was very sick 
and had asked him to pick the victim up from school and take her to the hospital 
to see her. The victim initially doubted the story, but was eventually convinced of 
X’s sincerity. Once the victim got into the car, X revealed that he was holding a 
gun. He told the victim that if she struggled or tried to scream, he would kill 
her. When she started to scream, he hit her with the gun, knocking her 
unconscious. She awoke some time later to discover that she was in a small room 
and was tied up. X beat her repeatedly before she lost consciousness. He then 
stabbed her several times until, satisfied that she was dead, he chopped up her 
body and put it in plastic bags in his basement. When the victim failed to come 
home from school, she was reported missing. Foul play was suspected when a 
neighbor of the victim reported that she had seen her get into the car of a
Professional Training
84
stranger. The neighbor had been suspicious and had started to leave her house to 
see what was going on, but the man in the car had driven away with the victim 
too soon. She had gotten the license plate number of the car, though. The car 
was traced to X and a warrant was obtained to search his house. The search 
revealed the body parts in the basement, and X confessed that he was guilty. He 
is currently awaiting sentencing.
3. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted of manslaughter. His 
victim was a twenty-five-year-old female. On the evening of the crime X had 
been drinking in his home for several hours. At 8:45 pm he ran out of alcohol 
and got into his car to drive to get some more. He was in a hurry because the 
liquor store closed at 9:00. Meanwhile, the victim was walking from her home to 
the grocery store. X’s car veered off the road onto the sidewalk, striking the 
victim. She was thrown 50 feet before she landed on the pavement, striking her 
head on the ground and cracking her skull in the process. She died almost 
instantly. X attempted to drive away from the scene of the accident, but some 
witnesses stopped him and called an ambulance and the police. When the police 
arrived, they found X to be confused but hostile. They administered a field test 
for intoxication, which he failed, and a Breathalyzer test, which indicated a .19 
BAC. A  later blood test confirmed this reading. X was tried and convicted of 
manslaughter. He currently awaits sentencing.
4. X is a thirty-five year old male who has been convicted of manslaughter. He 
victim was a nine-year-old-female. On the evening of the crime X had been 
drinking at the home of a friend for several hours. When he went to leave, his 
friend insisted that he had had too much to drink to drive and attempted took his 
keys from him. At this point X got extremely hostile and pushed his friend to the 
floor, grabbing his keys in the process. X then got in his car and started to drive 
home. Meanwhile, the victim was walking from her home to the movies with her 
parents. X’s car veered off the road onto the sidewalk, striking the victim. The 
victim was tossed over the car by the impact and landed on the road, her head 
striking the ground with enough force to fracture her skull. She died almost 
instantly. X attempted to drive away from the scene of the accident, but the 
victim’s parents stopped him and called an ambulance and the police. When the 
police arrived, they found X to be confused but hostile. They administered a field 
test for intoxication, which he failed, and a Breathalyzer test, which indicated a 
.18 BAC. A  later blood test confirmed this reading. X was tried and convicted of 
manslaughter. He currently awaits sentencing.
5. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted of mugging a twenty- 
five-year-old female. It was 2:00 in the afternoon and the victim had just made a 
withdrawal from an ATM. X approached her from behind as she was finishing
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her transaction and grabbed her, holding a knife to her throat and demanding that 
she give him her money or be killed. The victim handed him the money, and X 
ran away, never revealing his face. The victim reported the incident to the police, 
who checked with the bank’s video recordings of transactions to see if the incident 
had been recorded. It turned out that it had, and that X’s face was clearly shown 
in the picture as he approached the victim. X was apprehended shortly 
afterwards, and, when shown the tape of the crime, confessed that he was guilty. 
He currently awaits sentencing.
6. X is a thirty-five-year-old male who has been convicted of breaking and 
entering and robbery. His victim was a twenty-five-year-old female, who resided 
in the same suburban community as X. On the evening of the crime, X broke 
into the victim’s home after she was asleep and proceeded to take anything of 
value that he could find, mainly silver, jewelry, and some cash that the victim had 
hidden under the mattress in the spare bedroom. The total value of the items 
was approximately $5000. At one point, he ran into a lamp, knocking it over and 
awaking the victim. Too frightened to try to find the source of the noise, she 
quietly dialed the phone and called the police, who arrived to find X leaving her 
home with the stolen property. He was convicted of breaking and entering and 
robbery, and is currently awaiting sentencing.
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Appendix C 
Dependent Measures: Pretest
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Deviance Questions
In the following questions, the term "behavior" refers to the crime committed 
in the scenario, not any behavior that the individual may have engaged in 
afterwards. Please place an "X" along the scale at the point that best represents 
your opinion.
1. How deviant do you feel the behavior of X was in the scenario?
Not at all Extremely
deviant |------- 1-------1------|--------1-------1-------1-------1 deviant
2. How frequent to you believe behavior such as X’s is?
Not at all Extremely
frequent |_____|____ |____|_____ |____ |____ |____ | frequent
3. How horrible do you feel X’s behavior was?
Not at all Extremely
horrible---|------- 1-------1____|_____ |-------1-------1-------| horrible
4. To what extent did X’s behavior violate social norms?
Not at all |-------1-------1____ |------- |-------1-------1-------1 Extremely
5. How responsible do you feel the victim was for X’s behavior?
Not at all Extremely
responsible |-------1-------1____ 1____ |____ |------- |-------1 responsible
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Punitiveness Questionnaire (pretest)
Please rank the following possible dispositions for a criminal offense from least to 
most punitive (1 being least punitive and 14 being most punitive).
  Probation with suggested treatment
  Greater than two-year sentence; no treatment
  Life imprisonment; parole possible with treatment
  Probation with mandatory treatment
  Acquittal
  One- to two-year sentence; reduction if agree
to treatment
  Greater than two-year sentence; mandatory
treatment with no reduction of sentence
  Life imprisonment; no parole
  Probation
  Greater than two-year sentence; reduction if agree
to treatment
  Death
  One- to two-year sentence; mandatory treatment
with no reduction of sentence
  Castration
  One- to two-year sentence; no treatment
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Appendix D
Instructions and Consent Form: Actual Study
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study of criminal offenses.
You will be reading descriptions of two separate crimes, and will answer some 
questions about each offender. The crimes depicted are extreme, but no more so 
than those found on a daily basis in newspapers and on television.
Before turning to the crime descriptions, please read the attached consent 
form, and sign the consent form if you choose to continue. Please note that the 
consent form will be separated from your questionnaire responses when they are 
returned to the experimenter, thus ensuring your anonymity. If you would like to 
receive a brief description of the study upon its conclusion, please write your 
address on the mailing label attached to the consent form.
Because it is not possible for the experimenter to be present while you are 
reading the case descriptions and completing the associated questionnaires, a few 
words of caution are in order.
1. Please work independently. We are very interested in your individual
opinion. There are no right or wrong answers; what matters to us is what 
YOU think about each of the offenders described in the case summaries.
2. The terms used in some of the questions are stated in language consistent 
with the psychological theories involved in the research. In other words, 
the terms used may not be defined as they would be defined in the law. 
Please answer the questions in the way that best represents your own 
personal opinion.
3. The final questionnaire asks you for biographical information needed for
the data analysis. Please remember that this information will not be 
associated with your name in any way; only grouped data will be used in 
the analysis.
Your participation in this study is very important to us, and is greatly 
appreciated. When you return your questionnaire packet, you will be given a 
more complete explanation of the research. When the data analysis is finished, if 
you have provided an address label we’ll be happy to send you a brief description 
of the study. We’ll also tell you where you might be able to see a complete 
report of the research.
Thanks again for your help.
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Consent Form
The general nature of this study involving judgements of offenders 
conducted by Florence Super under the direction of Dr. Kelly G. Shaver has been 
explained to me. I understand that I will be asked to read two case summaries 
and fill out two questionnaires.
I understand that my responses will be anonymous and that my name will 
not be associated with any results of this study. I know that I may refuse to 
answer any questions that I find personally objectionable and that I may 
discontinue participation at any time. I understand that I must complete the 
attached mailing label in order to receive an abstract of the completed research.
I am aware that I may report dissatisfaction with any aspect of this experiment to 
the Psychology Department Chair at The College of William & Mary, Dr. Herbert 
Friedman, (804) 221-3875. My signature signifies my voluntary participation in 
this project under the conditions that have been explained to me.
Date Signature
PRINT: Name
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Appendix E
Stimulus Materials: Actual Study
Professional Training
93
Case Summary
X is a 35 year-old male who has been convicted on one count of forcible 
rape. His victim was a 25 year-old female who resided in the same suburban 
community as X and had seen him before but was not acquainted with him. X  
followed the victim for several days before the rape, learning her daily routine.
On the afternoon of the rape, X slowed his car down next to the victim which she 
was jogging near her house. As he brought his car nearly to a stop, he rolled 
down the passenger-side window and asked her the location of a nearby movie 
theater. She stopped to respond, maintaining her distance from the car. He 
asked her to repeat herself because he hadn’t heard her, so she stepped closer to 
the car. At this point, X quickly opened the door, grabbed the victim’s arm, and 
revealed that he was holding a gun in his other hand. He told her that if she 
struggled or screamed he would kill her. When she began to struggle, he hit her 
on the side of the head with the gun, knocking her unconscious. As she fell, he 
pulled her into the passenger side of the car. When the victim awoke, she 
realized that X had driven to a secluded area outside of their community and that 
she was tied up. He pulled her from the car and proceeded to force her to 
engage in oral, anal, and vaginal intercourse with him. Whenever she attempted 
to struggle or scream he would hit her and threaten to kill her. When he was 
finished, he left her along the side of the road and drove away. Approximately 
forty-five minutes later the victim was found by a couple driving along the road. 
They took her to the hospital where the police were also called. Once the 
victim’s condition had improved, she was able to give a description of her 
attacker. A  man fitting that description was found shortly afterwards and 
positively identified by the victim as being the person who had raped her. After 
being presented with physical evidence that connected him to the crime, X  
confessed that he was guilty. He was convicted in a subsequent trial, and 
currently awaits sentencing.
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Case Summary
X is a 35 year-old male who has been convicted on one count of indecent 
exposure and open lewdness. His victim was a 25 year-old female who lived a few 
blocks away from X. On the afternoon of the incident, X  stopped his car by the 
victim while she was walking near her home and asked her where a nearby 
camera shop was located. She stopped to respond, but did not approach the car. 
He asked her to speak a little louder because he could not understand her, so she 
moved closer to the car and leaned toward the window so he could better hear 
her. As she did so, she realized that X was wearing no clothes below his waist 
and was masturbating. As the victim screamed and took a step backward, X  
drove away. The victim reported the incident to the police along with a 
description of the car and the first three letters on the license plate. A  car fitting 
the description with a matching license plate was found to belong to a man who 
the victim later positively identified as the individual who had exposed himself to 
her. Once faced with these facts, X confessed that he was guilty. He was 
convicted in a subsequent trial, and currently awaits sentencing.
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Case Summary
X is a 35 year-old male who has been convicted of first degree murder.
The victim was a 25 year-old female who had resided in the same suburban 
community as X. She had seen X before but was not acquainted with him. X 
followed the victim for several days before the murder in order to learn her daily 
routine. On the afternoon of the murder, X slowed his car down next to the 
victim while she was jogging near her house. As he brought his car nearly to a 
stop, he rolled down the passenger-side window and asked her the location of a 
nearby movie theater. She stopped to respond, maintaining a distance from his 
car. He asked her to repeat herself because he could not hear her. When she 
moved closer to the car so she could be heard, he quickly opened the door and 
grabbed her arm, revealing that he was holding a gun in his other hand. He told 
her that if she struggled or tried to scream he would kill her. When she started to 
scream, he hit her with the gun, knocking her unconscious. As she fell, he pulled 
her into the passenger side of the car. When she awoke, she realized that he had 
driven to a secluded area outside of their community and that she was tied up. X 
pulled her from the car and began to hit her repeatedly. He then used a rope to 
strangle her until she again lost consciousness. Finally, he cut off her head with a 
machete and, leaving the rest of her body in a ditch along the side of the road, 
took it home. The body was found some time later by a couple taking a walk.
The victim was identified by a license found in her wallet. Inquiries revealed that 
a local farmer had seen a car parked along the side of the road near the area 
where the body had been found on the afternoon of the murder. Thinking it was 
a poacher, he had taken down the license number. The police traced the car to 
X, and obtained a warrant to search his home. When the victim’s head was found 
in his basement, X confessed that he was guilty. He was convicted in a 
subsequent trial, and currently awaits sentencing.
Professional Training
96
Case Summary
X is a 35 year-old male who has been convicted of mugging a 25 year-old 
female. It was 2:00 in the afternoon and the victim had just made a withdrawal 
from an ATM. X approached her from behind as she was finishing her 
transaction and grabbed her, holding a knife to her throat and demanding that she 
give him her money or be killed. The victim handed him the money, and X ran 
away, never revealing his face. The victim reported the incident to the police, 
who checked with the bank's video recordings of transactions to see if the incident 
had been recorded. It turned out that it had, and that X’s face was clearly shown 
in the picture as he approached the victim. X was apprehended shortly 
afterwards, and, when shown the tape of the crime, confessed that he was guilty. 
He was convicted in a subsequent trial, and currently awaits sentencing.
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Appendix F
Dependent Measures: Actual Study
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Biographical Information
1. What is your age?___________________________
2. What is your sex? Female  Male.
3. In what program/school are you currently enrolled? 
(check one of each) Law  Ph.D  Psy.D.
VCU  UVA W&M
4. How many years have you been enrolled in this program?
1_____  2______  3______  4 + _____
5. Have you or anyone close to you (close friend or relative)ever been the
victim of:
A sexual crime?__________________No____  Yes______
A nonsexual violent crime?______No____  Yes______
6. Have you or anyone close to you (close friend or relative)ever been
accused of:
A sexual crime? No____  Yes______
A nonsexual violent crime? No____  Yes______
7. Have you ever had a class in criminal law or criminal procedure?
No  Yes______
8. How knowledgeable are you about criminal law in general?
Not at all Very
Knowledgeable |____ |____ |-------1____ |____ |____ |-------1 Knowledgeable
9. Have you ever had a class in mental health law? No  Yes__
10. How knowledgeable are you about mental health law in general?
Not at all Very
Knowledgeable |-------1-------1-------1-------1-------1-------1-------1 Knowledgeable
11. Have you ever worked (in the psychological or legal sense) with victims of:
Sexual crimes? No  Yes______
Nonsexual violent crimes? No  Yes______
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12. Have you ever worked (in a psychological or legal sense) with perpetrators 
of:
Sexual crimes? No______  Yes_____
Nonsexual violent crimes? No______  Yes______
13. In what area of (the law/clinical psychology) do you plan to work?
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Directions: In the following statements, the term "behavior" refers to the crime committed in the 
scenario you have just read, not to any behavior in which the individual may have engaged 
afterwards. Please place an X in the box that best represents your opinion on each statement. The 
terms used in some of the questions are stated in language consistent with the psychological theories 
involved in the research. In other words, the terms used may not be defined as they would be 
defined in the law. Please answer the questions in the way that best represents your own personal 
opinion. For the first set of questions, STR=STRONGLY, MOD=MODERATELY, and 
SLI=SLIGHTLY
DISAGREE AGREE
STR MOD SLI SLI MOD STR
1. X’s behavior was caused by mental illness.
2. X himself was the sole cause of his behavior.
3. X intended for the behavior to occur.
4. When X engaged in the behavior, he was moved by 
overwhelming forces inside or outside himself.
5. X is morally responsible for his behavior.
6. X is legally responsible for his behavior.
7. There are reasons that excuse X from blame for his 
behavior.
8. X is to blame for his behavior.
9. The victim is responsible for X’s behavior.
Please place a check mark next to the sentence that you feel would be most appropriate for X.
______ Acquittal
______ Probation
______  One- to two-year sentence; reduction if agree to treatment
______  One- to two-year sentence; no treatment
______ Greater than two-year sentence; reduction if agree to treatment
Professional Training
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Greater than two-year sentence; no treatment
Life imprisonment; no parole
Death
you feel the behavior of X was in this case summary?
Extremely
|---------- 1---------- 1---------- 1---------- 1---------- 1---------- 1---------- 1 Deviant
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Appendix G 
Sample SPSS Printout
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SPSS/PC+ The Statistical Package for IBM PC 
TRANSLATE FROM 'brspss.wkl' /FIELDNAMES.
Data written to the active file.
49 variables and 97 cases written.
49 of 603 storage units used.
IF (PROGRAM EQ 1) GROUP = 1.
IF (PROGRAM GE 2) GROUP = 2.
MANOVA BLAMESX BLAMENS BY GROUP (1,2) DEVIANCE (1,2) GENDER (1,2) WITH 
DEVSX
The raw data or transformation pass is proceeding
97 cases are written to the compressed active file.
DEVNS
/WSFACTORS SEX_N0N (2)
/DESIGN.
95 cases accepted.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor values.
2 cases rejected because of missing data.
8 non-empty cells.
1 design will be processed.
* * ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE -- DESIGN 1 * *
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects.
Tests of Significance for T1 using UNIQUE sums of squares
Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F
WITHIN CELLS 182.91 86 2.13
REGRESSION 48.88 1 48.88 22.98 .000
CONSTANT 27.59 1 27.59 12.97 .001
GROUP 12.12 1 12.12 5.70 .019
DEVIANCE 2.79 1 2.79 1.31 .255
GENDER 3.18 1 3.18 1.49 .225
GROUP BY DEVIANCE .16 1 .16 .07 .786
GROUP BY GENDER 2.12 1 2.12 .99 .321
DEVIANCE BY GENDER .28 1 .28 .13 .717
GROUP BY DEVIANCE BY .37 1 .37 .17 .678
GENDER
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Regression analysis for WITHIN CELLS error term 
Dependent variable .. T1
COVARIATE B Beta Std. Err. t-Value Sig. of t
T3 .57807 .45921 .121 4.794 .000
COVARIATE Lower -95% CL- Upper
T3 .338 .818
* * ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE -- DESIGN 1 * *
Tests involving 'SEX_NON' Within-Subject Effect.
Tests of Significance for T2 using UNIQUE sums of squares
Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F
WITHIN CELLS 66.16 86 .77
REGRESSION 11.24 1 11.24 14.61 .000
SEX NON 2.46 1 2.46 3.20 .077
GROUP BY SEX NON .39 1 .39 .50 .480
DEVIANCE BY SEX NON 14.62 1 14.62 19.00 .000
GENDER BY SEX NON 1.75 1 1.75 2.27 .135
GROUP BY DEVIANCE BY 2.86 1 2.86 3.71 .057
SEX NON
GROUP BY GENDER BY S .24 1 .24 .32 .574
EX_NON
DEVIANCE BY GENDER B 2.51 1 2.51 3.26 .074
Y SEX NON
GROUP BY DEVIANCE BY 2.37 1 2.37 3.08 .083
GENDER BY SEX_N0N
Regression analysis for WITHIN CELLS error term
Dependent variable .. T2
COVARIATE B Beta Std. Err. t-Value Sig- of t
T4 .41229 .38105 .108 3.822 .OOC
COVARIATE Lower -95% CL- Upper
T4 .198 .627
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Appendix H 
Raw Data: Pretest
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SUBJECT GENDER SEX_NON ORDER CORRECTI
1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 .0
2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 .0
4.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 .0
5.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 .0
6.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 .0
7.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
8.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 .0
9.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
10.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
11.0 1.0 2.0 5.0 .0
12.0 1.0 2.0 6.0 1.0
13.0 1.0 2.0 6.0 1.0
14.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
15.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
16.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 .0
17.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
18.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
19.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 .0
20.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 .0
21.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
22.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 1.0
23.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 1.0
24.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 .0
25.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 .0
26.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 .0
27.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 1.0
28.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
29.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
30.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 *
31.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
32.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
33.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
34.0 1.0 1.0 4.0
35.0 1.0 1.0 4.0
36.0 1.0 1.0 4.0
37.0 1.0 1.0 5.0
38.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 .
39.0 1.0 1.0 6.0
40.0 1.0 1.0 6.0 .
41.0 1.0 1.0 6.0 *
42.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
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SUBJECT GENDER SEX_NON
43.0 2.0 1.0
44.0 2.0 1.0
45.0 2.0 1.0
46.0 2.0 1.0
47.0 2.0 1.0
48.0 2.0 1.0
49.0 2.0 1.0
50.0 2.0 1.0
51.0 2.0 1.0
52.0 2.0 1.0
53.0 2.0 1.0
54.0 2.0 1.0
55.0 2.0 1.0
SUBJECT MOLCDEV MOLCFRE
1.0 7.0 5.0
2.0 6.0 4.0
3.0 5.0 6.0
4.0 6.0 4.0
5.0 6.0 2.0
6.0 7.0 6.0
7.0 5.0 6.0
8.0 6.0 6.0
9.0 7.0 6.0
10.0 7.0 7.0
11.0 7.0 5.0
12.0 7.0 5.0
13.0 7.0 2.0
14.0 6.0 6.0
15.0 6.0 3.0
16.0 7.0 5.0
17.0 7.0 1.0
18.0 6.0 4.0
19.0 6.0 3.0
20.0 6.0 2.0
21.0 6.0 2.0
22.0 6.0 5.0
23.0 7.0 6.0
24.0 5.0 3.0
25.0 7.0 5.0
26.0 7.0 5.0
27.0 6.0 3.0
28.0 6.0 6.0
29.0 7.0 7.0
30.0 7.0 6.0
31.0 7.0 4.0
ORDER CORRECTI
2.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
6.0
6.0
MOLCHOR MOLCVIO MOLCRES
7.0 3.0 1.0
6.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 3.0
7.0 7.0 4.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 1.0
6.0 6.0 2.0
6.0 7.0 3.0
6.0 6.0 2.0
5.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 7.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 2.0
6.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
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32.0 4.0 7.0 6.0 3.0 1.0
33.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 1.0
34.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
35.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0
36.0 4.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 1.0
37.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
38.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
39.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
40.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
41.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
42.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
43.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
44.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
45.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
46.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
47.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 1.0
48.0 2.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 1.0
49.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 1.0
50.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
51.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
52.0 5.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
53.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
54.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
55.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT EXPADEV EXPAFRE EXPAHOR EXPAVIO EXPARES
1.0 7.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
2.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 1.0
3.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 4.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
8.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
9.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
10.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 1.0
11.0 7.0 4.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
12.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
13.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
14.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
15.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 5.0^ 1.0
17.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 7.O' 1.0
18.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
19.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
20.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 1.0
21.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
22.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
23.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 1.0
24.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
25.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
26.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
27.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 2.0
28.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
29.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
30.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
31.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
32.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
33.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
34.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
35.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
36.0 3.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
37.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
38.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
39.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
40.0 7.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 1.0
41.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
42.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
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43.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
44.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 1.0
45.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
46.0 5.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
47.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 1.0
48.0 2.0 7.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
49.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
50.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
51.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
52.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
53.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
54.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
55.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
SUBJECT RAPPCDEV RAPPCFRE RAPPCHOR RAPPCVIO RAPPCRES
1.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 4.0 1.0
2.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
3.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 3.0
4.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0
5.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
8.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
9.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
10.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
11.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
12.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
13.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
14.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
15.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
16.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
17.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
18.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
19.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
20.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
21.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 3.0
22.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
23.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
24.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
25.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
26.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
27.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 2.0
28.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
29.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
30.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
31.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
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32.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
33.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
34.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
35.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
36.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
37.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
38.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
39.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
40.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
41.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
42.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
43.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
44.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
45.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
46.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
47.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
48.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
49.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
50.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
51.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
52.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
53.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
54.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
55.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
SUBJECT RAPPADEV RAPPAFRE RAPPAHOR RAPPAVIO RAPPARES
1.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 1.0
2.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
3.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
4.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
8.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
9.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
10.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
11.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
12.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
13.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
14.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
15.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
16.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
17.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
18.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
19.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
20.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
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21.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 4.0
22.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
23.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
24.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
25.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
26.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
27.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 2.0
28.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 3.0
29.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
30.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
31.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
32.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
33.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
34.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
35.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
36.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
37.0 7.0 1,0 7.0 7.0 1.0
38.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
39.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
40.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
41.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
42.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
43.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
44.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0
45.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
46.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
47.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
48.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
49.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
50.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
51.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
52.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
53.0 4.0 2.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
54.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
55.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
SUBJECT RAPOCDEV RAPOCFRE RAPOCHOR RAPOCVIO RAPOCRES
1.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
2.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
3.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
4.0 6.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 5.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
8.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
9.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
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10.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 1.0
11.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
12.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
13.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
14.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
15.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
16.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
17.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
18.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
19.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
20.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
21.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
22.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 6.0 2.0
23.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
24.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
25.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
26.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
27.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 2.0
28.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 2.0
29.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
30.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
31.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
32.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
33.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 1.0
34.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 1.0
35.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
36.0 3.0 7.0 4.0 3.0 1.0
37.0 4.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
38.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
39.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 1.0
40.0 5.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 1.0
41.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 1.0
42.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 1.0
43.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 1.0
44.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 1.0
45.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
46.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 2.0
47.0 1.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
48.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
49.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
50.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
51.0 3.0 7.0 4.0 6.0 1.0
52.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
53.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 4.0 1.0
54.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
55.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 1.0
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SUBJECT RAPOADEV RAPOAFRE RAPOAHOR RAPOAVIO RAPOARES
1.0 7.0 5.0
2.0 7.0 5.0
3.0 7.0 6.0
4.0 7.0 3.0
5.0 6.0 2.0
6.0 6.0 7.0
7.0 6.0 7.0
8.0 6.0 5.0
9.0 7.0 5.0
10.0 7.0 7.0
11.0 6.0 6.0
12.0 7.0 5.0
13.0 7.0 2.0
14.0 7.0 6.0
15.0 7.0 4.0
16.0 7.0 5.0
17.0
18.0 6.0 6.0
19.0 5.0 4.0
20.0 6.0 4.0
21.0 6.0 3.0
22.0 7.0 6.0
23.0 7.0 7.0
24.0 5.0 5.0
25.0 7.0 4.0
26.0 7.0 5.0
27.0 6.0 3.0
28.0 6.0 6.0
29.0 7.0 6.0
30.0 7.0 6.0
31.0 7.0 4.0
32.0 5.0 7.0
33.0 2.0 7.0
34.0 7.0 6.0
35.0 5.0 4.0
36.0 3.0 6.0
37.0 6.0 7.0
38.0 5.0 5.0
39.0 5.0 5.0
40.0 3.0 4.0
41.0 5.0 5.0
42.0 7.0 7.0
7.0 4.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 2.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
6.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 7.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
7.0 7.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 2.0
6.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
6.0 3.0 1.0
5.0 3.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 1.0
5.0 4.0 6.0
7.0 3.0 1.0
6.0 5.0 1.0
5.0 4.0 1.0
7.0 5.0 1.0
6.0 4.0 1.0
5.0 6.0 1.0
7.0 6.0 1.0
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SUBJECT RAPOADEV RAPOAFRE RAPOAHOR RAPOAVIO RAPOARES
43.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
44.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
45.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
46.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
47.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 1.0
48.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0
49.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
50.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0
51.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
52.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0
53.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 1.0
54.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 1.0
55.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 4.0 1.0
SUBJECT SUGGTREA TYRNOTRE LIFEPP MANDTREA AQUITTAL OTREDTRE
1.0 3.0 8.0 10.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
2.0 * # ,
3.0 3.0 10.0 8.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
4.0
5.0 3.0 8.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
6.0 3.0 8.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
7.0 3.0 8.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
8.0 3.0 10.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
9.0 3.0 10.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
10.0 3.0 8.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
11.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
12.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
13.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 7.0
14.0 2.0 7.0 11.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
15.0 3.0 9.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
16.0 3.0 10.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
17.0 3.0 9.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
18.0 2.0 9.0 10.0 3.0 7.0 8.0
19.0 3.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
20.0 3.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
21.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
22.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
23.0 3.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
24.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 10.0
25.0 2.0 7.0 11.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
26.0 3.0 10.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
27.0 3.0 9.0 10.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
28.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
29.0 3.0 9.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
30.0 3.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
31.0 3.0 8.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT SUGGTREA TYRNOTRE LIFEPP MANDTREA AQUITTAL OTREDTRE
32.0 2.0 10.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
33.0 3.0 7.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
34.0 3.0 10.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
35.0
36.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
37.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
38.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
39.0 3.0 10.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
40.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
41.0 3.0 10.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
42.0 ,
43.0 3.0 9.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
44.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
45.0 3.0 9.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
46.0 3.0 11.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
47.0 3.0 5.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 9.0
48.0 2.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
49.0 4.0 11.0 13.0 5.0 2.0 6.0
50.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
51.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 5.0
52.0 .
53.0 5.0 7.0 11.0 9.0 1.0 2.0
54.0 3.0 10.0 12.0 2.0 1.0 5.0
55.0 3.0 9.0 11.0 4.0 1.0 6.0
Professional Training
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GTMANDTR LIFENP PROBATIO GTREDT DEATH OTMANNOR CASTRATI OTNOTREA
11.0 14.0 2.0 9.0 12.0 6.0 13.0 3.0
11.0 12.0 2.0 7.0 14.0 9.0 13.0 6.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 6.0 12.0 9.0 14.0 7.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 6.0 13.0 7.0
11.0 14.0 2.0 9.0 15.0 8.0 13.0 6.0
9.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 6.0 13.0 7.0
10.0 14.0 2.0 9.0 13.0 7.0 12.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 13.0 6.0 14.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 4.0 9.0 14.0 8.0 13.0 5.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 11.0 6.0
6.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 12.0 8.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 6.0 14.0 8.0 11.0 7.0
6.0 11.0 1.0 12.0 13.0 5.0 14.0 4.0
11.0 10.0 2.0 9.0 13.0 7.0 14.0 5.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 11.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 13.0 7.0 14.0 6.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 11.0 5.0
8.0 12.0 2.0 6.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
7.0 13.0 2.0 6.0 14.0 5.0 13.0 5.0
9.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
11.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 12.0 9.0 14.0 8.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
11.0 13.0 2.0 10.0 14.0 7.0 8.0 6.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 11.0 6.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 11.0 5.0
11.0 13.0 3.0 9.0 . 8.0 5.0 7.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 8.0 12.0 5.0
11.0 13.0 2.0 9.0 14.0 7.0 8.0 6.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 7.0 12.0 6.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 13.0 7.0 14.0 6.0
9.0 13.0 2.0 8.0 14.0 6.0 12.0 7.0
10.0 14.0 2.0 8.0 12.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
9.0 12.0 2.0 8.0 13.0 7.0 14.0 6.0
Professional Training
GTMANDTR LIFENP PROBATIO GTREDT
11.0 13.0 2.0 10.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 8.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 8.0
10.0 13.0 2.0 9.0
7.0 12.0 2.0 6.0
10.0 12.0 3.0 8.0
10.0 14.0 3.0 8.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0
8.0 12.0 6.0 9.0
9.0 13.0 4.0 8.0
10.0 12.0 2.0 8.0
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DEATH OTMANNOR CASTRATI OTNOTREA
14.0 7.0 8.0 5.0
14.0 7.0 12.0 6.0
14.0 7.0 11.0 6.0
15.0 7.0 14.0 8.0
14.0 10.0 13.0 8.0
14.0 7.0 13.0 6.0
15.0 9.0 12.0 7.0
14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
13.0 7.0 14.0 6.0
14.0 4.0 10.0 3.0
14.0 6.0 11.0 7.0
14.0 7.0 13.0 5.0
Professional Training
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Appendix I 
Raw Data: Actual Study
Professional Training
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SUBJECT AGE GENDER PROGRAM
411.0 24.0 1.0 1.0
424.0 26.0 1.0 1.0
412.0 24.0 1.0 1.0
288.0 24.0 2.0 1.0
285.0 23.0 2.0 1.0
262.0 23.0 1.0 1.0
278.0 23.0 2.0 1.0
287.0 28.0 2.0 1.0
260.0 26.0 1.0 1.0
275.0 27.0 2.0 1.0
263.0 25.0 2.0 1.0
259.0 26.0 1.0 1.0
241.0 26.0 2.0 1.0
216.0 24.0 1.0 1.0
239.0 24.0 2.0 1.0
211.0 25.0 1.0 1.0
232.0 29.0 2.0 1.0
231.0 25.0 2.0 1.0
236.0 28.0 2.0 1.0
243.0 22.0 2.0 1.0
245.0 2.0 1.0
106.0 33.0 1.0 3.0
126.0 30.0 1.0 3.0
105.0 24.0 1.0 3.0
121.0 41.0 1.0 3.0
122.0 24.0 2.0 3.0
119.0 31.0 1.0 3.0
109.0 32.0 1.0 3.0
108.0 34.0 1.0 3.0
1 1 1 .0 25.0 1.0 3.0
423.0 27.0 1.0 1.0
409.0 25.0 2.0 1.0
400.0 25.0 2.0 1.0
407.0 28.0 2.0 1.0
433.0 27.0 1.0 1.0
416.0 27.0 2.0 1.0
336.0 26.0 2.0 2.0
335.0 30.0 1.0 2.0
314.0 43.0 2.0 2.0
101.0 34.0 1.0 3.0
127.0 24.0 1.0 3.0
103.0 26.0 1.0 3.0
102.0 35.0 2.0 3.0
784.0 22.0 2.0 1.0
781.0 32.0 2.0 1.0
708.0 32.0 1.0 1.0
376.0 24.0 2.0 1.0
SCHOOL YRSINPRO VICTIMSX VICTIMVI
2.0 3.0 .0 .0
2.0 2.0 .0 .0
2.0 3.0 .0 .0
3.0 3.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 1.0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 1.0
3.0 2.0 1.0 .0
3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 1.0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 3.0 .0 .0
3.0 3.0 .0 1.0
3.0 3.0 .0 1.0
3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 3.0 .0 .0
3.0 3.0 .0 .0
3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
2.0 2.0 .0 1.0
2.0 2.0 .0 1.0
2.0 2.0 .0 .0
2.0 3.0 .0 .0
2.0 3.0 .0 .0
2.0 3.0 .0 .0
1.0 1.0 .0 .0
1.0 1.0 .0 .0
1.0 1.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 .0
3.0 2.0 .0 1.0
3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
3.0 1.0 .0 .0
3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Professional Training
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SUBJECT AGE GENDER PROGRAM SCHOOL YRSINPRO VICTIMSX VICTIMVI
734.0 23.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
782.0 29.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 1.0
740.0 42.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
768.0 23.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
736.0 23.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
773.0 22.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
727.0 27.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
724.0 25.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
738.0 22.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
721.0 23.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
765.0 25.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
748.0 41.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
778.0 26.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 1.0
756.0 22.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
710.0 27.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 1.0
775.0 28.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
706.0 23.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
752.0 38.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
743.0 24.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
713.0 24.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 .0 1.0
780.0 22.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
729.0 25.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
722.0 25.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
755.0 24.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
717.0 24.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
714.0 25.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 1.0
731.0 24.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
779.0 27.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
733.0 25.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
787.0 22.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
763.0 22.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
707.0 23.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
737.0 28.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
705.0 23.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
757.0 24.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
751.0 22.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
704.0 32.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
786.0 32.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .
304.0 24.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 .0 .0
303.0 25.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 .0
315.0 29.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 .0
305.0 24.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
410.0 24.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
125.0 31.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
128.0 45.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 .0 .0
110.0 28.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
115.0 24.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 .0
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SUBJECT AGE
112.0 26.0
107.0 35.0
104.0 35.0
SUBJECT ACCSEX
411.0 .0
424.0 .0
412.0 .0
288.0 .0
285.0 .0
262.0 .0
278.0 .0
287.0 .0
260.0 .0
275.0 .0
263.0 .0
259.0 .0
241.0 .0
216.0 .0
239.0 .0
211.0 .0
232.0 .0
231.0 .0
236.0 .0
243.0 .0
245.0 .0
106.0 .0
126.0 .0
105.0 .0
121.0 .0
122.0 .0
119.0 .0
109.0 .0
108.0 .0
111.0 .0
423.0 .0
409.0 .0
400.0 .0
407.0 .0
433.0 .0
416.0 .0
336.0 .0
335.0 .0
314.0 .0
101.0 .0
127.0 .0
GENDER PROGRAM
1.0 3.0
2.0 3.0
2.0 3.0
ACCVIO CRIMCLAS
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
1.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 1.0
.0 .0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
.0 .0
SCHOOL YRSINPRO
3.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
CRIMKNOW MHCLAS
4.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
6.0 .0
7.0 .0
5.0 .0
7.0 .0
5.0 1.0
5.0 .0
5.0 .0
5.0 .0
5.0 .0
5.0 .0
6.0 .0
5.0 .0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
3.0 .0
4.0 1.0
1.0 .0
2.0 .0
2.0 .0
3.0 1.0
3.0 .0
2.0 .0
2.0 .0
3.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
4.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
4.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
4.0 .0
3.0 .0
3.0 .0
1.0 .0
3.0 .0
VICTIMSX VICTIMVI
.0 1.0
1.0 1.0
.0 .0
MHCLAS MHKNOW
1.0 3.0
1.0 3.0
1.0 5.0
.0 2.0
.0 3.0
.0 2.0
.0 4.0
1.0 3.0
.0 3.0
.0 3.0
.0 1.0
.0 1.0
.0 3.0
.0 4.0
.0 2.0
.0 2.0
.0 1.0
.0 3.0
.0 3.0
.0 4.0
.0 1.0
.0 3.0
1.0 6.0
.0 3.0
.0 5.0
.0 2.0
1.0 5.0
.0 4.0
.0 6.0
.0 4.0
1.0 5.0
1.0 5.0
1.0 4.0
1.0 6.0
1.0 3.0
1.0 5.0
.0 4.0
.0 4.0
.0 2.0
.0 1.0
.0 6.0
Professional Training
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SUBJECT ACCSEX ACCVIO CRIMCLAS CRIMKNOW MHCLAS MHCLAS MHKNOW
103.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
102.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 4.0
784.0 .0 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 2.0
781.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 2.0
708.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 6.0
376.0 .0 .0 1.0 6.0 .0 .0 1.0
734.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 4.0
782.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 2.0
740.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 1.0
768.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
736.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 3.0
773.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
727.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 3.0
724.0 .0 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 4.0
738.0 .0 1.0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
721.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0
765.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
748.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 5.0
778.0 .0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0
756.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 2.0
710.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
775.0 .0 .0 .0 6.0 .0 .0 2.0
706.0 1.0 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 4.0
752.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 2.0
743.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 2.0
713.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
780.0 1.0 1.0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 1.0
729.0 .0 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 2.0
722.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 2.0
755.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0
717.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
714.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
731.0 .0 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 1.0
779.0 .0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0
733.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 3.0
787.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 2.0
763.0 .0 1.0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 5.0
707.0 .0 .0 1.0 7.0 .0 .0 3.0
737.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 1.0
705.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 1.0
757.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 1.0
751.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 1.0
704.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0
786.0 .0 .0 1.0 7.0 .0 .0 5.0
304.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 3.0
303.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 1.0 1.0 5.0
315.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 4.0
Professional Training
124
SUBJECT ACCSEX ACCVIO CRIMCLAS CRIMKNOW MHCLAS MHCLAS MHKNOW
305.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 3.0
410.0 .0 .0 1.0 4.0 .0 .0 2.0
125.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 .0 .0 4.0
128.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 3.0
110.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 2.0
115.0 .0 .0 1.0 4.0 .0 .0 3.0
112.0 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 3.0
107.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 3.0
104.0 .0 .0 .0 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
SUBJECT VRKVCTSX WRKVCTNS WRKPERSX WRKPERNS DEVIANCE ORDER
411.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
424.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
412.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
288.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
285.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
262.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
278.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0 2.0
287.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
260.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
275.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
263.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
259.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
241.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
216.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
239.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
211.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
232.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
231.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
236.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
243.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
245.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
106.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
126.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
105.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
121.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
122.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
119.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
109.0 1.0 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
108.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
1 1 1 . 0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
423.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
409.0 1.0 1.0 .0 1.0 2.0 1.0
400.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0 2.0
407.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
433.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT VRKVCTSX WRKVCTNS WRKPERSX WRKPERNS DEVIANCE ORDER
416.0 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
336.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
335.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
314.0 # 1.0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
101.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
127.0 1.0 .0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
103.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
102.0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 1.0 2.0
784.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
781.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
708.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
376.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 2.0
734.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
782.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
740.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
768.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
736.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
773.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
727.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
724.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
738.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
721.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
765.0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 1.0 1.0
748.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
778.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
756.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
710.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
775.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
706.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
752.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
743.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
713.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
780.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 2.0
729.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
722.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
755.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
717.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
714.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
731.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
779.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
733.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
787.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
763.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
707.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0
737.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT VRKVCTSX WRKVCTNS WRKPERSX WRKPERNS DEVIANCE ORDER
705.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
757.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
751.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
704.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
786.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
304.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
303.0 1.0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0
315.0 1.0 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 1.0
305.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
410.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
125.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 1.0
128.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.0 2.0
110.0 1.0 1.0 .0 1.0 1.0 2.0
115.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
112.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
107.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
104.0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 1.0 2.0
SUBJECT MHCAUSSX XCAUSESX INTENDSX FORCESX MORRESSX LEGRESSX
411.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
424.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
412.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
288.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
285.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
262.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
278.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
287.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
260.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 1.0 6.0 7.0
275.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
263.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
259.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 7.0
241.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
216.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
239.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
211.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 5.0 6.0
232.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
231.0 2.0 7.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
236.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
243.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
245.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 2.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT MHCAUSSX XCAUSESX INTENDSX FORCESX MORRESSX LEGRESSX
106.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
126.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
105.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
121.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
122.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 2.0 7.0
119.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 6.0 7.0
109.0 3.0 1.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 7.0
108.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0
1 1 1 .0 3.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
423.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
409.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
400.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
407.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
433.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
416.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0
336.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
335.0 3.0 2.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
314.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
101.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
127.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
103.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
102.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
784.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
781.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
708.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
376.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0
734.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
782.0 6.0 5.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
740.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
768.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
736.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
773.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
727.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
724.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
738.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
721.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
765.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
748.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
778.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
756.0 5.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 5.0
710.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 7.0
775.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT MHCAUSSX XCAUSESX INTENDSX FORCESX MORRESSX LEGRESSX
706.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
752.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
743.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
713.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
780.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
729.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
722.0 2.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
755.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 5.0
717.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
714.0 5.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
731.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
779.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
733.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
787.0 5.0 3.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
763.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
707.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
737.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
705.0 5.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 7.0
757.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
751.0 2.0 2.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
704.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 5.0 7.0
786.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 5.0
304.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
303.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
315.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
305.0 7.0 2.0 5.0 7.0 6.0 7.0
410.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
125.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
128.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
110.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
115.0 5.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 6.0
112.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 6.0
107.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
104.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
SUBJECT EXCUSSX BLAMESX VCTRESSX SENTSX TREATSX DEVSX
411.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
424.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
412.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0
288.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
285.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0
262.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0
278.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
287.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
260.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 5.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT EXCUSSX BLAMESX VCTRESSX SENTSX TREATSX DEVSX
275.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 6.0
263.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
259.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
241.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
216.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 7.0
239.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
211.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
232.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
231.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
236.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
243.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
245.0 7.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
106.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
126.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0
105.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
121.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 3.0
122.0 6.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0
119.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0
109.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
108.0 . 1.0 4.0 # 6.0
111.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
423.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
409.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 6.0 .0 5.0
400.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0
407.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
433.0 6.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
416.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
336.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
335.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 7.0
314.0 5.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
101.0 1.0 7,0 1.0 3.0 1.0 7.0
127.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
103.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0
102.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
784.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
781.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
708.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0
376.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 .0 2.0
734.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0
782.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 2.0 .0 7.0
740.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0
768.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
736.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
773.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
727.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 7.0
724.0 1.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
738.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 5.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT EXCUSSX BLAMESX VCTRESSX SENTSX TREATSX DEVSX
721.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0
765.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
748.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
778.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
756.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0
710.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0
775.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 2.0 .0 5.0
706.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 6.0 .0 5.0
752.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 2.0 .0 6.0
743.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
713.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
780.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
729.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
722.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0 .0 6.0
755.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 2.0 .0 4.0
717.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
714.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 4.0
731.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0
779.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 2.0 .0 4.0
733.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
787.0 2.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
763.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
707.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0
737.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 6.0
705.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 4.0
757.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0
751.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
704.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
786.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 .0 4.0
304.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
303.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
315.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 6.0
305.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 .0 6.0
410.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0
125.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 3.0
128.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 7.0
110.0 5.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
115.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
112.0 5.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 6.0
107.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
104.0 6.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 7.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT MHCAUSNS XCAUSENS INTENDNS FORCENS MORRESNS LEGRESNS
411.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
424.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
412.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
288.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
285.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
262.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
278.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
287.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
260.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
275.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0
263.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
259.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
241.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
216.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
239.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
211.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
232.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
231.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
236.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
243.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
245.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
106.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
126.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
105.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
121.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
122.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 2.0 7.0
119.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
109.0 3.0 1.0 6.0 1.0 3.0 7.0
108.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
111.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
423.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
409.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 5.0
400.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
407.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
433.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
416.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
336.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
335.0 5.0 2.0 6.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
314.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
101.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
127.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
103.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Professional Training
SUBJECT MHCAUSNS XCAUSENS INTENDNS FORCENS MORRESNS LEGRESNS
102.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
784.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
781.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
708.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
376.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 6.0 7.0
734.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
782.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
740.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
768.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
736.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
773.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
727.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
724.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
738.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
721.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
765.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
748.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
778.0 1.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0
756.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 6.0
710.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 6.0
775.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
706.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 3.0
752.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
743.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
713.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
780.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
729.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
722.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
755.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0
717.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
714.0 3.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 6.0
731.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
779.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
733.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
787.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 7.0
763.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
707.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
737.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0
705.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 7.0
757.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
751.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
704.0 1.0 1.0 7.0 2.0 5.0 7.0
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SUBJECT MHCAUSNS XCAUSENS INTENDNS FORCENS MORRESNS LEGRESNS
786.0 1.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 5.0
304.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0
303.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
315.0 2.0 5.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
305.0 2.0 2.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0
410.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 5.0 5.0
125.0 2.0 6.0 7.0 2.0 7.0 7.0
128.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
110.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0
115.0 2.0 3.0 7.0 2.0 6.0 7.0
112.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
107.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 6.0
104.0 2.0 3.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
SUBJECT EXCUSNS BLAMENS VCTRESNS SENTNS TREATNS DEVNS GROUP
411.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 1.00
424.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 7.0 1.00
412.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 1.00
288.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0 1.00
285.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0 1.00
262.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0 1.00
278.0 i .o 7.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0 1.00
287.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 8.0 .0 7.0 1.00
260.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 7.0 .0 6.0 1.00
275.0 5.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 1.00
263.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 1.00
259.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 1.00
241.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 6.0 .0 2.0 1.00
216.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 1.00
239.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 5.0 1.00
211.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0 1.00
232.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 4.0 1.00
231.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 7.0 1.00
236.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0 1.00
243.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 4.0 .0 6.0 1.00
245.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 6.0 1.00
106.0 2.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.0 2.00
126.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 2.00
105.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 6.0 .0 1.0 2.00
121.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 7.0 .0 5.0 2.00
122.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 2.00
119.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 2.00
109.0 5.0 2.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 2.00
108.0 # 1.0 4.0 6.0 2.00
111.0 2.0 7.0 1.0 7.0 .0 7.0 2.00
423.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 4.0 .0 5.0 1.00
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SUBJECT EXCUSNS
409.0 5.0
400.0 1.0
407.0 1.0
433.0 1.0
416.0 2.0
336.0 1.0
335.0 3.0
314.0 1.0
101.0 1.0
127.0 5.0
103.0 1.0
102.0 3.0
784.0 1.0
781.0 2.0
708.0 1.0
376.0 5.0
734.0 1.0
782.0 1.0
740.0 1.0
768.0 3.0
736.0 1.0
773.0 1.0
727.0 1.0
724.0 2.0
738.0 1.0
721.0 1.0
765.0 5.0
748.0 2.0
778.0 6.0
756.0 5.0
710.0 1.0
775.0 1.0
706.0 5.0
752.0 1.0
743.0 7.0
713.0 3.0
780.0 3.0
729.0 5.0
722.0 1.0
755.0 5.0
717.0 2.0
714.0 3.0
731.0 “ 3.0
779.0 1.0
733.0 5.0
787.0 2.0
763.0 2.0
BLAMENS VCTRESNS
5.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
1.0 7.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
1.0
7.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
2.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
SENTNS TREATNS
5.0 1.0
8.0 .0
7.0 .0
6,0 .0
6.0 .0
7.0 .0
8.0 .0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
8.0 .0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
6.0 .0
6.0 .0
8.0 .0
3.0 1.0
8.0 .0
6.0 .0
8.0 .0
5.0 1.0
7.0 .0
6.0 .0
7.0 .0
7.0 .0
8.0 .0
8.0 .0
3.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
4.0 .0
2.0 .0
7.0 .0
6.0 .0
5.0 1.0
6.0 .0
8.0 .0
7.0 .0
6.0 .0
7.0 .0
8.0 .0
3.0 1.0
7.0 .0
7.0 .0
8.0 .0
6.0 .0
8.0 .0
5.0 1.0
6.0 .0
DEVNS GROUP
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
6.0 1.00
3.0 1.00
7.0 2.00
7.0 2.00
5.0 2.00
7.0 2.00
7.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
6.0 1.00
3.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
6.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
5.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
6.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
3.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
3.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
6.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
5.0 1.00
6.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
5.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
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SUBJECT EXCUSNS
707.0 1.0
737.0 1.0
705.0 3.0
757.0 3.0
751.0 3.0
704.0 6.0
786.0 7.0
304.0 3.0
303.0 3.0
315.0 1.0
305.0 2.0
410.0 3.0
125.0 1.0
128.0 1.0
110.0 5.0
115.0 2.0
112.0 2.0
107.0 2.0
104.0 5.0
BLAMENS VCTRESNS
7.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 3.0
6.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
5.0 6.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
6.0 1.0
7.0 1.0
6.0 6.0
6.0 1.0
SENTNS TREATNS
8.0 .0
7.0 .0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
4.0 .0
5.0 1.0
2.0 .0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
7.0 .0
7.0 .0
3.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
3.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
DEVNS GROUP
7.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
5.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
7.0 1.00
4.0 1.00
6.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
5.0 2.00
5.0 1.00
7.0 2.00
7.0 2.00
5.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
5.0 2.00
5.0 2.00
6.0 2.00
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